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1501 Lee Highway, Arlington, Virginia 22209-1198 (703) 247-5800
An Independent Non Profit Aerospace Organization

MONROE W. HATCH, JRr.
Executive Director

Lt. Gen. Robert M. Alexander/ﬂw/

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

Military Manpower and Personnel Policy (O&EPM)
4000 Defense Pentagon

Washington DC 20301-4000

May 18, 1993

Dear Gen Alexander:

The Air Force Association welcomes this opportunity to provide its views to the working
group on sexual orientation. Enclosed are two documents, our March 1993 position paper,
"Homosexuals in the Armed Forces," and a letter from AFA’s national president, James M.
McCoy, to Senator Nunn commenting further on the subject.

in a resolution adopted unanimously by the Board of Directors February 7, the Air Force
Association declared its opposition to the lifting of the ban on homosexuals in the military. The
enclosed documents explain the reasons.

We believe that there are two areas that deserve particular attention by your group. While
much has been said on both issues by partisans and private citizens and widely in the news media,
we have not heard much from government officials.

1.The proposal to lift the ban is widely advertised as a matter of allowing homosexuals to
declare themselves and nothing else. As our position paper says, this limitation does not
sound feasible--even if it were desirable. We believe it is important for the government to
decide and announce in detail what would and would not be allowed under the
Administration’s proposal and what measures would be taken to ensure that.

2. What are the implications for the military heaith care system? We have heard
considerably about the risks of tainted blood transfusions, but have seen very little
authoritative, official information about the difficulty and cost of caring for large numbers
of individuals who are particularly vulnerable to AIDS.

While we believe that there are major unanswered questions in these two areas, we have
numerous other questions and concerns. If you wish further information on these, beyond that in
the position paper and President McCoy’s letter to Senator Nunn, we are ready to provide it.

Sincerely,

e %-/%J:/y\?,

Monroe W. Hatch, Jr.
General, USAF (Ret.)
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The Hon. Sam Nunn

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

Washington DC 20510-6050

Dear Mr. Chairman:

| appreciate this opportunity to provide you the views of our association on
homosexuals in the armed forces. Never in the past forty years have our members reacted in
such volume or strength to any issue. They overwhelmingly feel that the proposal to aboalish
the ban and permit homosexuals to serve openly is wrong.

We believe that the questions you asked January 27 are tha right ones. We are also
convinced that readiness, morale, discipline, recruiting, and retention would all be affected by
removal of the ban, and that the harm would be both severe and long-lasting. We explain the
basis for our conclusion in our March 1993 position paper, "Homosexuals in the Armed
Forces,” enclosed, which we ask be made a part of our statement for the record.

AFA’s position concentrates on the direct impact on the armed forces should the ban
be lifted. There are obviously moral dimensions to the question, but we left that for others to
address and stuck to those aspects where our knowledge and experience are relevant and,
we hope, useful.

First, we agree with your observation that there is a difference between military service

"and a civilian job. We think it noteworthy that people who have actually served in uniform--

military leaders, veterans, and the troops themselves--are strongest in their belief that the ban
must be retained.

Furthermore, our analysis of opinion polls indicates that the more people understand
the consequences in a military context, the less they agree with the proposal to lift the ban.
Those most inclined to accept easy answers about the problems associated with open
admission of homosexuals tend to be people whose knowledge of the military lifestyle is
shallow and second hand.



Wae concluded that one reason some people are inclined to try the experiment is that
they believe there is no longer an important mission to occupy the military, and that readiness
does not matter, They do not appear to understand that the armed forces are heavily engaged
right now in three high-tempo operations abroad, and that a number of crises currently
smoldering could send US forces into combat again in the near future.

The persons most in favor of lifting the ban are gay activists. We spent considerable
time studying their arguments, positions, and literature before setting forth our own position
in detail in March. We concluded that the real reason gay activists are attacking the military
ban is to advance their broader social and political campaign--not to establish their right to
bear arms in the nation’s defense. We were frankly surprised to see how clearly this stands
out when their arguments are examined. :

Statements and literature from the gay movement reveal a contempt for the military.
1f the armed forces are damaged in the furtherance of their social campaign, that is of no
consequence to them. Their strategy is to put before the public "picture-perfect straight arrow
- over-achievers who look like the boys and girls next door” to conceal thair real agenda. They
label concerns of groups like ours about "spousal” and other benefits and the exercise of the
full homosexual lifestyle a “smoke screen.” Literature and other communications circulating
within the gay community, however, show these "smoke screen” concerns to be mainstream

objectives of the movement.

President Clinton chooses to define the issue as a narrow one--whether military
members shoutd be able to say they are homosexual if they do nothing--but we do not believe
it could ever be so easily constrained. Our study of the gay agenda convinces us that
demands for more concessions would follow rapidly, benefits for homosexual partners being
high on the list. If the rationale for lifting the ban is a presumed civil right, comparable to the
rights of racial and ethnic minorities, then it is not realistic to belisve military homosexuals
would settle for the simple freedom to declare themselves.

The present exclusion of homosexuals from the military is based on the voluntary
public disclosure and/or other public exercise of a single behavioral characteristic--specifically
a characteristic that is disruptive to order and discipline. This is not sufficient basis on which
to claim a civil right so powerfut that it supersedes military requirements related to morale and

unit integrity.

in his March 23 press conference, President Clinton cited the possibility of exclusionary
provisions in assignment policy for military homosexuals. In so doing, he recognized himseif
that there is a basis--and perhaps a need--for some exclusions in the armed forces because
of sexual orientation. It is little wonder that the President’s statement aroused a firestorm of
objection from the gay community. Their case, up to that point, was that no such exclusions

were valid.

My own knowledge of the armed forces covers 42 years--30 of them in active service
with the US Air Force and the past 12in regular contact with the military in various capacities
with the Air Force Association. My final active duty tour was as Chief Master Sergeant of the
Air Force, which involved constant travel to listen to and talk with members of the force



worldwide. Like my fellow retired Chief Master Sergeants of the Air Force, | continued to
travel and speak with military people in the United States and overseas. It is within this
context that | say, | have almost never seen the troops react as strongly to an issue as they

do to this one.

{ believe you will find in your field hearings that our young men and women in uniform
are deeply concerned on this issue, and they are concerned that the President does not
understand their perspective or care about their views. One of the most important things your
hearings will accomplish is to demonstrate a willingness in Washington to listen to the troops

and pay attention to their concerns.

Our position paper does not address AlDS-related health concerns--not because we do
not believe they are important, but because we had no new data or special expertise to
contribute on this subject. We think it is important, however, for your Committee to examine
the health issue in detail. There is reason for concern, not only because of the direct effects
on readiness and the fear that would be generated in the ranks but also bacause of what this
would add to the cost of a defense budget that has already been cut so harshly.

In deliberations leading up to the position expressed in our paper, we studied the
homosexual issue as fully and as carefully as we could. We reviewed, for example, reports
on the experience of other nations and the policies for their armed forces. In this review, we
found the differences in their military requirements, the underlying social engineering agenda
in the United States, and other factors to be such that these models are of no practical use
in determining what our nation should do. .

We are at some disadvantage in this controversy. The President’s commitment to the
gay agenda is clear. His position is amplified by partisans within the Administration and
supported by the news media, which are generally sympathetic to the homosexual cause. For
these reasons, your hearings are critically important. They are the lone national forum in which
the full consequences of this issue are likely to be explored.

We must continue to provide the American people full information regarding this
subject. - As the Prasident said, "As long as | am your President, our men and women in
uniform will continue to be the best trained, the best prepared, the best equipped fighting
force in the world.” We already have the best trained, prepared and equipped forces in the
world today. We need to keep it a fighting force, not a divided force.

Sincerely,

\ .
e
ames M. McCoy
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Homosexuals in the Armed Forces
.

The Air Force Association strongly disagrees with the announced intention
of the Clinton Administration to abolish the ban on service by homosexuals in the
armed forces of the United States.

We hope that President Clinton is sincere in his promise to study the issue
and its implications between now and July 15, but we are concerned by his public
‘statement, made on January 29, that "I haven’t given up on my real goals,”
indicating that his position is unchanged.'

We are encouraged by responsible initiatives of many in Congress to avoid
precipitous action without careful study. Foremost in this regard has been Sen.
Sam Nunn, Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, who points to
dozens of unanswered questions about the effect on military readiness, morale,
discipline, recruiting, and retention? AFA will continue to work with those
members of the Senate and House who believe, as we do, that the Clinton
program would do great barm to our military.

In a resolution adopted unanimously February 7, the AFA Board of
Directors declared that:

"The Air Force Association strongly opposes the Clinton Administration’s
intention to lift the ban on homosexuals in the military. This will have a
devastating effect on the morale, discipline, and cohesiveness of our
nation’s armed forces. AFA applauds the action of the Chairman and the
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their strong stand on the issue.
AFA’s Board of Directors urges all AFA members to work with community
leaders and the media at the grass roots level, and it further urges AFA
members and all Americans to work with the Administration and Congress
in an effort to reverse this disastrous course of action.” 3

'President Bill Clinton, Announcement on Propdsed Policy Regarding
Homosexuals in the Military, Jan. 29, 1993.

2Sen Sam Nunn (D-Ga.), speech to the Senate, Jan. 27, 1993.

3air Force Association Board of Directors, resolution adopted at winter
meeting, Orlando, Fla., Feb. 7, 1993,



The Air Force Association, consisting of almost 200,000 Americans who
have actually served in the armed forces, explains in this paper why it believes as
it does. '

Differences in Military and Civilian Life

To a degree that non-veterans may not comprehend, military life is far
different from a civilian job. Once military people take the oath, they surrender
various rights that civilians have. They join for specified lengths of time, usually
four years. Once in the armed forces, they can’t change their minds, demand
civilian rights back, and go home. They also lack the ultimate option of civilian
life: to quit and leave.

In the civilian world, job is separated from home, social, and private life.
In the military, howevsr, the government can — and often does control where
you go, where you reside, and whom you are in close contact with. For instance,
for those living in barracks or in field conditions, the government assigns a
specific bunk and also determines who is assigned to the adjacent bunk. The
military also places controls on behavior, including the freedom to complain.

The realities of military service often mean close contact with others under
primitive conditions that allow little or no privacy. Virtually no one — not even
extreme activist groups — would expect men and women (in the military or
elsewhere) to share common sleeping and bathroom accommodations. Common
sense recognizes the need for (and the right to) sexual privacy.

Gays define themselves totally in terms of their sexuality. For many military
people, this would create intense problems if privacy is lacking. This basic privacy
issue is magnified by cultural, religious, and moral beliefs about homosexuality,
leading to apprehension, discomfort, or repulsion.

In an independent poll of 2,300 enlisted military members conducted by
the Los Angeles Times, opposition to sharing facilities and quarters with
homosexuals was the top reason cited by 63 percent of those who opposed lifting
the ban. A significant number also saw homosexuality as immoral or in conflict
with their religious views. Another of the top five reasons cited was the possibility
that homosexuals would contribute to the spread of AIDS*

“Melissa Healy, "The Times Poll; 74% of Military Enlistees Oppose Lifting the
Ban,” Los Angeles Times, February 28, 1993. ,
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Members of the armed forces have voluntarily accepted limitations on their
personal freedom because:

O They implicitly agree that the unique demands of thtary service make it
necessary; -

O Conditions of service are still within social and cultural bounds that they
regard as acceptable;

O The government does not demand-that they endure circumstances they
find morally or personally intolerable.

The rights of those who serve in the U.S. armed forces should count at
least as much as those of a group that defines itself purely in terms of its
sexuality.

#What the Pablic Believes

Not everyone shares President Clinton’s ready acceptance of homosexuality.
An extraordinary number of Americans disagree with him. A large majority of the
members of the armed forces are emphatically opposed to his position on gays in
the military. ‘

The Los Angeles Times poll, cited above, found that 74 percent of enlisted
members of the armed forces disapprove of the Clinton administration’s plan to
lift the ban on homosexuals in the military, while only 18 percent favor lifting the
ban. The poll, done without the cooperation of the Pentagon, surveyed 2,300
enlisted members, ranging from privates to the top enlisted ranks. It was
conducted from February 11-16 in commercial areas and residential housing near
38 military installations across the country.

According to another Los Angeles Times poll, sentiment among the
American public at large has gradually shifted from a roughly 50-50 split between
those on each side of the issue to a point now where 53 percent oppose lifting the
ban and 40 percent favor lifting it.

When we looked at a sampling of polls dating back to 1985, the results
often depended on how the question was framed. For instance, when service in
the armed forces was listed as just another occupation in a question like, "Do you
think homosexuals should or should not be hired for each of the following
occupations?" the results are fairly consistent, with about a 57-37 split in favor of



homosexuals serving in the military?

By contrast, in polls dealing specifically with the issue of homosexuals in
the miljtary, from just after the election until just after President Clinton’s January
29 announcement, the American public was either split down the middle or
opposed by margins ranging from 49-46 percent® to 50-41 percent.” Also of note,
by November 20, 1992, in responses to questions phrased about homosexuals
serving in various occupations, those saying they favored homosexual service in
the armed forces bad narrowed from a spread of 57-37 percent in favor to just 48-
44 percent in favor® :

Another significant finding from the survey data we examined was included
in a post-election poll that asked this question: "Do you think President-elect Bill
Clinton should delay his promise to lift restrictions on gays in the military if
there are strong arguments that this action will produce serious morale and
readiness problems?" The response: 61 percent said delay while only 29 percent

“said proceed.’ '

Finally, there is a perception that the President has succumbed to pressure
from politically motivated gay rights groups. In a January 31 poll, 52 percent of
those surveyed said that President Clinton was sticking to his position "because he
is responding to pressure from liberal and gay organizations.” Only 39 percent
attributed the president’s motives to "principle."

3See Gallup Poll, November 18, 1983, 55-38 percent in favor of "hiring’
homosexuals in military; Gallup Poll, March 18, 1987, 55-37 percent in favor;
Gallup Poll, October 12, 1989, 60-29 percent in favor; Gallup Poll, June 4, 1992,
57-37 percent in favor.

§NBC/Wall Street Journal Poll, December 12, 1992.

INBC/Wall Street Journal Poll, January 23, 1993. Other polls include a
CBS/New York Times Poll, 48-42 percent opposed to lifting the ban, January 12,
1993: Los Angeles Times, 47-45 percent opposed, January 14, 1993; Time/CNN
Poll, 48-43 percent opposed, January 25, 1993; ABC News/Washington Post Poll,
4747 percent split, January 26, 1993; Gallup Poll, 50-43 percent opposed, January
29, 1993.

8Newsweek Poll, November 20, 1992.
9Gallup/Newsweek Poll, November 20, 1992.
©Gallup Poll, January 31, 1993.



(One gay activist, Gregory King of the Human Rights Campaign Fund,
said, "Bill Clinton is the Abraham Lincoln of the lesbian and gay community."!
His group contributed $2.5 million to the Clinton campaign, a fraction of what gay
rights groups contributed overall.) _

" The armed forces have been prohibited by the White House from releasing
their own polling data, but a leak to the Los Angeles Times in early February
revealed that 75 percent of the Air Force and Army personnel polled by
independent .organizations were opposed to any change in the policy. That figure
tracks with the Times’s own poll a few weeks later. '

Overall, military people are overwhelmingly opposed to a change in policy,
and the general public is growing more opposed as it learns more about the effect
lifting the ban would have on military morale, cohesion and readiness.

Morale and Cohesion

An effective military force is not simply an accumulation of weapons and
people in uniform. No one seriously disputes the importance of morale, esprit de
corps, and the group dynamics that make a military unit operate as a team.”
Individual achievement and heroism are certainly important aspects of military
service, but military operations are conducted basically by units, not by
individuals. Teamwork and identification are especially significant in the primary
units in which the military member serves and fights.

Sociologists confirm that what holds a unit together in combat is the feeling
and loyalty the troops have for each other. A classic research study after World
War II found the reason why German soldiers fought so stubbornly to the end was
the allegiance of soldiers to comrades in their squads and sections. Unit integrity
— not idealistic conviction or regard for a defunct regime  kept combat forces

" NBoh Dart, "Homosexuals see 1990s as decade to push equality; Gay leaders
believe Clinton pivotal figure in movement," Houston Chronicle, February 21,
1993.

Z(Cjausewitz stated that "this corporate spirit forms, so to speak, the bond of
umion between the natural forces which are active in what we have called military
virtue." See also Peter Paret, "Napoleon and the Revolution in War,” in Makers of
Modem Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age, ed. Peter Paret (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1986); Walter Pinter, "Russian Military Thought: The
Western Mode! and the Shadow of Suvorov,” in Paret; and Michael Howard,
"Men Against Fire: The Doctrine of the Offensive in 1914," in Paret.
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from disintegrating under extreme conditions.”

In his 1985 book, Cokesion: The Human Element in Combat, Wm. Darryl
Henderson concludes that "common.attitudes, values, and beliefs among members
of a unit promote cohesion; in fact, some observers contend that similarity of
attitudes contributes to group cohesion more than any other single factor.”*

Henderson included American, North Vietnamese, Soviet and Israeli
militaries in his study. Like Shils and Janowitz, he states unequivocally that "the
only force on the battlefield strong enough to make a soldier advance under fire is
his loyalty to a small group and the group’s expectation that he will advance. This
behavior is the consequence of strong personal or moral commitment. It
represents the internalization of strong group values and norms.”

Those who have served in the military know this:

O Senior military leaders are virtually unanimous in warning Mr. Clinton
that removal of the ban on homosexuals will do great damage to troop
morale and unit integrity.

O Veterans groups (including the Air Force Association), representing
millions of people with ]Spers_onal knowledge of military service, have
repeated that warning. _

O All indications  including data from opinion polls suggest
unmistakably that the froops themselves believe removal of the ban will
harm morale and unit integrity. ‘

The opposing view is primarily from gay rights activists and advocates, most
of whom know little — and care less  about the armed forces. They claim the
concerns are unfounded, but this does not square either with the historical or
contemporary military record. Once the damage is done, it could be impossible to
repair. As a Congressional Research Service report said, "Should presumed
problems of discipline and morale prove to be true, it may be politically

BEdward A. Shils and Morris Janowitz," Cohesion and Disintegration in the
Wehrmacht in World War I1," Public Opinion Quarterly, Summer 1948.

“Wm. Darryl Henderson, Cohesion: the Human Element in Combat
(Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1985). '

For example, see Military Coalition, Letter to President-Elect Bill Clinton,
Dec. 3, 1992, and "AFA President Speaks Out Against Lifting Ban on
Homosexuals in the Military,” Air Force Association, Jan. 29, 1993.
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impossible to reinstate the current policy." ¢

The military is a unique institution, bonded by mutual commitment and
confidence. It is an institution in which soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines
respond to the call of duty with courage and selflessness. Is there truly some
imperative that compels us to undermine these qualities for the sake of a greater
good?

The Real Agenda

In announcing January 29 what he declared to be a "compromise” action
(telling recruiters to stop asking questions about homosexuality, seeking
continuances in legal cases in progress, agreeing to study the "practical problems"
over a period of six months, and proceeding to develop a draft executive order by
July 15) President Clinton stressed the narrow limits of his proposal.

The president made clear what he called the only point of disagreement:
“Should someone be able to serve their country in uniform if they say they are
homosexual but do nothing which violates the code of conduct or undermines unit
cohesion or morale apart from that statement?”

In the first piace, we believe that permitting homosexuals in the military to
openly declare themselves will, in itself, significantly disrupt morale and good
order, for all the reasons cited above.

More important, we do not find the President’s position either credible or
realistic. We do not believe that activists will simply settle for the freedom of
military gays to declare themselves, nor do we believe that this is all the President
has in mind. He said as much on January 29: "This compromise is not everything 1
would have hoped for, or everything that I have stood for," and that T haven't
given up on my real goals.” That clearly indicates an intention to press for further
changes. Mr. Clinton’s position, as declared, is also internally inconsistent.

O He says discrimination against homosexuals violates a basic, undeniable
right, perhaps a constitutional right.

O Concurrently, he suggests the exercise of that right could be constrained,
almost summarily, allowing military homosexuals no more than the
_freedom to declare themselves.

16 "Homosexuals and US Military Personnel Policy," CRS Report for Congress,
Congressional Research Service, Jan. 14, 1993.
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If the right is truly basic and fundamental, then how can it be abridged so
neatly? Conversely, if the limits are that simple to impose, how fundamental can
the right really be?

Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), who acknowledged in 1987 that he is gay,
says that "gay men and women in the military are not going to act any different”
once the policy is changed, and that "there are not going to be gay pride parades
on bases."” How does he know?

Contrary to such assurances, the adoption of the Administration’s plan
would almost certainly open the floodgates to further demands and more
concessions. What would preclude Gay Rights parades on bases? Cultural
observances of various kinds are permitted now. If homosexuals are a

' constitutionally-protected minority, how could commanders deny them permission
to celebrate their heritage?

Would homosexuals be allowed the same kinds of public displays of
affection permitted for heterosexuals? If not, what would be the legal basis for
prohibition? In a February 1993 paper, The National Gay & Lesbian Task Force
dismissed this question by saying that "The military already has regulations
prohibiting open displays of affection while in uniform.”®

Members of the armed forces do adhere to special standards of bearing
and behavior, but military life is not nearly so formalistic as the gay activists
_contend. Anyone who has ever attended a military promotion or retirement
ceremony, for example, knows that public displays of affection do occur. Anyone
who watched on television as families met troops coming home from the Gulf
War saw intensive public displays of affection by people in uniform.

When the Task Force assures us that "gay and lesbian members would be
required to follow the same policies as heterosexuals,” they are not making the
question about public displays of affection go away. They are proving that the
question is valid.

If homosexual partnerships have legal standing — and in some jurisdictions
they do — is there an entitlement to family housing? Medical care for the partner?
Survivor benefits? What would the costs be? The February 1993 paper from the

"Chris»tine C. Lawrence, "Ban on Homosexuals to End in Two Steps, Frank
Says,"” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Jan. 23, 1993.

8Countering Military Arguments Against Gay and Lesbian Service Members,”
National Gay & Lesbian Task Force, February 1993.

8



Gay & Lesbian Task Force declares concern about "spousal” benefits to be a
"smoke screen” that obscures the real issues at stake. In truth, a mainstream effort
of the gay rights movement is to secure such rights and entitlements.

In the Task Force’s recruiting literature a major objective cited is "legal
recognition and protection of gay families, domestic partnerships, and lesbian/gay
parenting.™® Our survey of recent issues of The Washington Blade, which bills
itself as "The Gay Weekly of the Nation’s Capital,” finds entitlements and benefits
for the partners of employed homcsexuals to be a major and continuous goal®

Organizers of the 1993 March on Washington go still further, introducing a
whole new category of persons for whom rights and entitlements are claimed. “We
demand legislation to prevent discrimination against Lesbians, Gays, Bisexuals,
and Transgendered people in the areas of family diversity, custody, adoption and
foster care and that the definition of family includes the full diversity of all family
structures,” a promotional folder declares.” (Emphasis added)

No more than a tiny fraction of the American public would support such
policies in the armed forces. In fact, the public is divided over many of the issues
surrounding homosexuality. Half of those surveyed in a recent poll object to
having a homosexual doctor. Fifty-five percent object to having a homosexual as a
child’s elementary school teacher. Only 36 percent say homosexuality should be
considered an acceptable alternative lifestyle. And 55 percent say homosexual
relations between adults are morally wrong.

19"Joi.z:l the Forces of Freedom," National Gay & Lesbian Task Force, 1991.

Mee, for example, "Benefits at U. of Iowa,” Nov. 27, 1992; “Fla. Disney
Workers Unite," Feb. 12, 1993; "Clinton Transition Aide Shares Insights With
Federal Workers," Jan. 15, 1993; "Family Bill Leaves Spousa! Definition Open,”
Jan. 15, 1993; "New Yorkers Gain Some Partner Benefits," Jan. 15, 1993; "Lesbian
Librarians Win First Round for Benefits,” December 4, 1993; "Librarians Lead
Fight for Benefits,” Jan. 8, 1993; "Canada Introduces Rights Bill for Gay
Government Workers," Jan. 8, 1993; "Co-Op Decision Favors Gays," Jan. 8, 1993,
"Vt City Gives Benefits,"” Jan. 29, 1993. '

2py’s a Simple Matter of Justice,” registration'fo]der, 1993 March on
Washington for Lesbian, Gay & Bi Equal Rights and Liberation.

2Jeffrey Schmalz, "Poll Finds an Even Split on Homdsexuality’s Cause,” New
York Times, March 5, 1993.



It disturbs us greatly that the interests of a group representing a mere one
to four percent of the American public, according to recent studies,” would
compel the President to take actions that threaten U.S. military effectiveness.

The real reason gay activists are attacking the military ban is to advance
their broader campaign, not to establish their right to bear arms in the nation’s
defense. There are certainly individual gays with a genuine interest in military
service, but that is in no way indicative of the movement as a whole or of the
activists who are currently leading the charge on the armed forces.

Their statements and literature reveal, if anything, a contempt for the
military and leave no doubt about their objectives. That does not, however,
diminish their willingness to use the issue of national service if it is to their
advantage.

The Windy City Times, a gay newspaper in Chicago, urged readers to "bring
on the patriots” and get media exposure for military homosexuals who are
"picture-perfect, straight arrow over-achievers who look like the boys and girls
next door”® The only cause that matters to the activists is declared by the
national co-chair of the 1993 March on Washington, who says that, "When we
march ... . our voices and presence will focus on the real enemies: any law or any
one who stands in the way of us achieving our rights."® o

The armed forces are not — and must not be allowed to become 2 social
laboratory or a staging base for radical causes. :

BGee, for example, Jeff Lyon, "Keeping Score: A University of Chicago
research team is exploring sexual America,” Chicago Tribune, November 29, 1992,
Bradley Johnson, "What’s Behind the Numbers," Advertising Age, January 18, 1993;
Patrick Rogers, "Numbers games: size of gay population is greatly exaggerated,”
The Gazette (Montreal), February 13, 1993; Jack Thomas, "A new report on sex
finds everyone doing it — but love is the key,” Boston Globe, February 23, 1993.

2Dan Perreten, "Go on the Offensive, Now!" reprinted in The Washington
Blade, Jan. 29, 1993.

2Derek Charles Livingston, "A Look Beyond the Inaugural,” The Washington
Blade, January 15, 1993.
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The "Right" to Serve

Admission to the armed forces is not a "right" granted automatically to all
citizens. The most obvious factor restricting admission is the size of the force.
Even at the peak of the Vietnam War, the armed forces could not use all
qualified men of military age. This led to inequities in conscription and was a
factor in the change to an all-volunteer force.
In the 1980s, when the military was significantly larger than it is today, the l/ [\,
Air Force was accepting only 32 of every 100 serious applicants for enlistment.? N 4
_In'so doing, the Air Force, like the other services, applied a set of criteria or ' /
" »conditions which make applicants ineligible.” In its regulations, the Air Force lists J / /
' 44 such conditions, including drug use, receiving a presidential pardon for draft % Z/ﬁV/
' evasion, being intoxicated during processing, being a conscientious objector, being :
‘single with dependents incapable of self-care, and having physical impairments,
among which are "excessive or detracting tattoos."””’ People can aiso be
disqualified for a history of antisocial behavior.

The courts have backed such exclusion policies based on the military
interests of good order, discipline and morale. An opinion from a 1989
homosexuality case, Ben-Shalom v. Marsh, sums up the reasoning:

"[T]he military establishment is very different from civilian life. When
necessary, the military must be able to protect and defend the United
States. That is a most important government mission, a difficult, demanding
and complex one. It requires a trained professional force of reliable, loyal,
and responsive soldiers of high morale, with respect for duty and discipline,
soldiers who can work together as a team to accomplish whatever missions
they may be given by their commanders."”

Beyond the exclusion policies, gay rights groups have put forth the
argument that the armed forces are violating a legitimate, undeniable civil right
when gays are not allowed to serve. They cite a direct parallel with the struggle of
blacks to gain civil rights.

%John T. Correll, "Front Door to the Force,” AIR FORCE Magazine,
December 1988.

7See Air Training Command Regulation ATCR 33-2, November 4, 1991.

ZCited by Melissa Wells-Petry in Exclusion: Homosexuals and the Right to
Serve, Regnery Gateway, 1993.
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Among those disagreeing is the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen.
Colin Powell, who says emphatically: "I need no reminders concerning the history
of African-Americans in the defense of their Nation and the tribulations they
faced. I am a part of that history. Skin color is a benign, non-behavioral
characteristic. Sexual orientation is perhaps the most profound of human
behavioral characteristics. Comparison of the two is a convenient but invalid
argument."”

~ One court made this point: *The Constitution has provisions that create
specific rights. These protect, among others, racial, ethnic, and religious
minorities. If a court refused to create a new constitutional right to protect
homosexual conduct, the court does not thereby destroy established constitutional
rights that are solidly based in constitutional text and history."*

We do not pretend to be experts about the causes of homosexuality, its

prevalence in the population, or the various physiological and psychological
theories regarding it. It is obvious to us, however, that homosexuality is a single- _
dimension phenomenon. It is a matter of sexual orientation and nothing else. |

: i
So long as homosexuals keep their personal affairs private, they encounter ’
‘no discrimination. The services no longer ask questions about sexual orientation. :—\, 2
Aside from illicit actions, then, exclusion of homosexuals is on the basis of P
voluntary public disclosure and/or other public exercise of a single behavioral :
characteristic — specifically a characteristic that is disruptive to order and b
discipline. That is not a sufficient basis on which to claim a civil right so powerful Jk’;‘i\
that it supersedes military requirements related to morale and unit integrity. ;

The Nation’s Interest

There may be a public perception, reinforced by those who call for ever-
deeper cuts in defense, that with the end of the Cold War, military effectiveness
and readiness are less important today than they were in the past. As 1993 began,
however, US armed forces were engaged simultaneously in high tempo operations
in three regional contingencies (in Somalia, in the Balkans, and in Iraq). The
probability is very high that US forces will be committed to armed conflict of
some sort in next few years. :

BGen. Colin Powell, Letter to Rep. Patricia Schroeder (D-Colo.), May &,
1992,

XCited by Melissa Wells-Petry.
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Because of constant defense cuts — with still more to come  the force we
field in such conflicts will be much smaller, with markedly reduced resources. The
force that won the Gulf War no longer exists.

All serious defense analysts agree that the smaller force must be of the
highest caliber, superbly trained, prepared, and motivated. Morale has been
affected already by the continuous reductions and the personnel turbulence that
results. A year ago, the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel reported to
Congress that "the anxiety factor for our people is almost off the chart."®

In the Los Angeles Times poll, 60 percent of military members surveyed
said they were concerned about the effect of force reductions on their careers.
Their second biggest concern: 48 percent cited the president’s proposal to lift the
ban on homosexuals serving in the military. Abolishing the ban would destabilize
and disrupt a force that is already struggling to adjust to massive reductions and
_changing requirements. o

As Senator Nunn said in his speech January 27, "When the interests of
. some individuals bear upon the cohesion and effectiveness.of an institution on |
which our national security depends, we must move very cautiously.” :

The Air Force Association urges President Clinton to use the time
remaining before his July 15 deadline for the draft executive order to reconsider
and reflect on the course of action he has proposed. We believe that such
reflection will confirm the validity of what we have said in this paper and support
a decision to retain the present policy on homosexuals in the military. Such a
decision is justified primarily — and more than sufficiently by military
requirements in the national interest, but there is another consideration that must
not be overlooked.

The forgotten people in this debate so far have been the men and women
serving today in the armed forces. We owe them a great deal, not only for what
they have given the nation in the past but also for what they may be called upon
to give in the future. Their opinions — and their rights should count, and it is
abundantly clear what they think in this matter. '

We see little evidence that homosexual activists have any interest in the
military except as a staging base to further their social campaign. It seems to be of
little concern to them if the armed forces would be damaged in the process. We
find it incomprehensible that the nation would allow the armed forces that protect

Njohn T. Correll, "The Troop Losses Mount, AIR FORCE Magazine, May
1992,
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jts security to be so used to promote the behavioral orientation of the homosexual
minority.
In his State of the Union message, President Clinton pledged that "as long

as I am president, 1 will do everything I can to make sure that the men and
women who serve under the American flag will remain the best trained, the best

prepared, the best equipped fighting force in the world . . . "® ,
Open admission of homosexuals to the armed forces is not consistent with
that pledge.

2Gyate of the Union address, Feb. 17, 1993.
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In a series of discussions among the members of Natlional
Organlzations Responding to Discrimination by Sexual Ortentation In the
Milltary (NORDSOM), we have conslidered In depth the content of
Congressional hearings on the Department of Defense pollcy that
hanosexual ity Is Inconpatible with military service.

One Important aspect of the discusslions has been the statement of
Senator Nunn In which he [ists a nunber of cuestions that he considers
must be asked and answered Iin hearings. Fram NORDSCM's analysis of the
Senator ‘s questions and the Information provided by Senate Armed
Services staff, It Is our understanding that the hearings of the Senate
Cammittee on Armed Services will focus most substantlal ly on the Issue
of within-sex sexual conduct and whether |laws and regulatlons should
treat such conduct differentiy than between-sex sexual conduct. Other
areas of Investigation indicated Iinclude the history of the poillcy and
Its relatlonship to current soclal trends, the |lkely Impact of
resclission of the pollcy on recruiting, retention, promoticn, and
leadership, and various lssues reiated to implementation of a
rescission.

NORDSCM, as a group of health, mental health, educational, and
sclentiflc organizations, strongly recommends that the hearings include
an empirical analysis of the various lssues. There are four |lnes of
investigation retated to our expertise that are central to the
conslderation of rescinding the ban on mllitary service by lesbians,
gay men, and blsexual persons. I!n the following, we have provided a
brlef discussion of the defining |Issues for each area, i{lsted the key
questions, and indlcated the NORDSOM members that have a partlcular
expertise In these areas and can provide testimony.

1. What Is the evidence on the sultablllty for millitary service of
lesbians, gay men, and bisexual persons from the perspectives of
health, mental health, and sexua! conduct?

Health. Since sane forms of male-male sexual behavior are modes
of transmission of HIV, and scme comunities of gay and bisexual men
have high rates of sexually transmitted dlseases, |ssues related to
infectlous diseases need to be addressed In heartngs, particulariy
Issues of AIDS and HIV pollcy and procedures within the mititary.

1. What is known about the health of lesbians, gay men, or
bisexual persons campared to the population as a whole?

2. What effect Is a rescission of the ban on gays and lesbians in
the military likely to have onh rates of Infectious dliseases and health
care costs?

3. Are the miiitary’'s current policies and procedures with regard
to HIV and other infectlous, sexually transmitted diseases adequate?

Besources: American Public Health Association.
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Mental Health. Since homosexual ity was classifled -as a mental
disorder prior to 1973, Issues of the mental healith of lesblans and gay
men need to be addressed In hearings, Including Issues of judgement,
stabiiity, rellablilty, or general soclal and vocatlional capabilities.

1. What are the positions of the mental heaith professions on
hamosexual tty? What Is the sclentific and professional basls for these
positions?

2. Wwhat evidence Is there on rates of sulclde, substance abuse,
or depression across people of dlfferent sexual orlentations?

3. What evidence |Is there about the sultablliity of lesbians and
gay men for employment generally? [s there any evidence about milltary
suitabl ity of lesblans and gay men?

Besources: American Counseling Assoclatiton, Ameritcan Psychlatric
Association, American Psychological Assocfation, National Association
of Social Workers.

Sexuality and Sexual Conduct. Since the sexual conduct of gay men
and !esbians has been portrayed as predatory and abusive of positions
of authority, testimony about sexuallty and sexual behavior —
heterosexual, bisexual, and hamosexual — (s important for the
Camittee to be able to evaluate how the sexual orientation and sexual
behavior of gay men, lesblans, bisexua!l persons, and heterosexuat
persons may affect the milltary currently or after the ban Is |lfted.

1. What Is sexual orlentation? How does sexual orientation fit
into human sexual ity as a whole? How does sexual crientatlion develop?

2. Is there any associatlion between hamosexual or lentatlion and
sexual pathologtes, e.g., pedophlilia, child molestation, or
paraphilias?

3. What Is the reiatlonship between sexual orientation and sexual
conduct? : ,

4. What evidence |Is there on rates of fraternization, abuse of
position, or sexual harassment across people of different sexual
or lentations?

Besources: American Counsellng Assoclation, American Psychiatric
Assocliation, American Psychological Assoclatlion, American Sociological

Association, Sex Information and Education Counci! of the United
States.

I1. What Is the nature of negatlive attltudes toward lesbians, gay men,
and blsexua! persons, how wli! those attltudes affect behavior,
and what is the llkely course of those attitudes over time |f the
pollicy were resclnded?

Reports publ ished In varlous media Indicate that a substantial
segnent of the population holds negative attlitudes toward lesblans and
gay men and negatlve opinions toward rescinding the ban. The exact
nunbers vary considerably fram sampie to sample and across di fferent
spec!|fic questlions. The Camittee needs. to hear testimony on the
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nature of negative attitudes and opinions, on attlitude and oplinion
measurement as a means of predicting behavior, particularly behaviors
with!in smal! groups that may have an effect on morale ancd coheslon,

and on the dynamics of attltude and behavior change under conditlons of
contact between groups with negatlive attltudes toward one another.

1. What are the nature and functions of attitudes of heterosexual
persons toward tesbians, gay men, and blsexual persons, particularly
attitudes toward close contact and small group cohesion? What are the
sources of such attltudes? )

2. What Is the current knowiedge ¢of public and military opinion
on such Issues as employment of lesbian and gay people In the military
and what changes or trends have there been In the results of oplnion
surveys over the vears since such questions have been asked In public
opinion pol ls?

3. What is the reiatlionship among attitudes, opinions, and
behaviors? How well do attltudes and opinions predict behavior?

4. How does contact with persons about whom negative attlitudes
are held affect those attltudes? Wwhat would be the |lkely course of
attitudes about privacy and attltudinal barrlers to cohesion if the
pol icy were rescinded?

5. How could one assess the costs to conbat effectiveness of
negatlive attitudes? Are there avallable cost/benefit frameworks for
assessing the national security Impilcations of the pollicy change?

Besources: American Psycholiogical Assoclation, Amerlican
Soclologlcai Assoclatlon, Sex Information and Education Councl! of the
United States, Soclety for the Psychologlical Study of Social Issues.

{1l. What lessons can be learned fraom other armed forces® Integration
of lesblans, gay men, and bisexual persons, fram the (ntegration
of gay and blsexual people into simiiar Institutions In the United
States, e.g., law enforcement, and fran the U.S. military’s
Integration of racial minoritlies and women?

In DoD's response to the General Accounting Office, |t was argued
that fundamental! dlfferences between the U.S. military and other armed
forces or civillan law enforcement Institutions make the tatter's
exper lence with regard to integrating lesbian and gay people
Irrelevant. Further, DoD has argued that sexual orlentation and race
are not analogous and therefore the U.S. military experience with
raclal integration and race relations Is not appllcable to the case of
Integrating lesblan and gay people. Others have argued that the U.S.
milltary’s Integratlion of Afrlcan-Amer icans and wanen, as well as the
Integration of lesbians and gay men into other armed forces and
clvilian law enforcement agenclies, are Important modeis for the U.S.
military In implementing a resclssion of the ban. These issues and
models should be Investigated by the Committee.

1. What has been the experience of foretgn armed forces’ wlith
regard to lesblan and gay people? What has been their experlence wlth
the reactlons of others’ to serving with lesblan and gay people? What
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are the arguments on both sides for drawing on the experlence of
foreign armed forces' as a guide for the U.S. mililtary?

2. What has been the U.S. mitlitary’'s experlience in racial
integration? What are the arguments for and against using that
exper ience as a model for the declsion to rescind the ban on gay
people’'s service in the U.S. mititary and for the process of
implementation of a rescission? .

3. What has been the experience of Integrating women into the
U.S. milltary? What are the argunments pro and con for that experlence
as a model for Integration of lesblian and gay people?

4. Wwhat has been the experlence of Integrating lesblan and gay
peopie Into law enforcement agencles, flre departments, and other
organizatlons In which issues of privacy and cohesion are important?
What are the arguments for and against applying those experiences as a
guide for the U.S. miiltary?

5. Wwhat have been the exper lences of other organizations and
Institutions {n American society? Is that experience a usefu! or
appropriate guide to the U.S. mititary?

Besources: American Counsellng Association, Amer lcan
Psychological Assoclation, American Soclologlical Association, Scclety
for the Psychologlcal Study of Social Issues.

IV. How does the military exclusion of lesblans, gay men, and blsexual
persons reiate to the values of key American instlitutions?

It Is clear fram the strong public and medla attentlon that
rescinding the ban on gay people In the U.S. military touches strong
values among the American people. The Camittee shouid hear testimony
fran a broad range of Institutions and organizations that can
articulate the various values Impilcated and Indicate the range of
positions and the strength of those positions among the various
institutions within American society.

1. What values of the military itself are impllicated by the
rescission of the policy? Wwhat Is the range of oplnion on the Issue
within the military?

2. What values of Amer lcan society with regard to the milltary
are Impllicated by the rescission of the policy? What Is the range of
opinion on the issue?

3. What religious values are Impl icated by the proposed
rescission? What is the range of rel Igious oplnion on the issue?

4. What family values are Implicated by the proposed resclisslion?
What Is the range of family oplnion on the Issue?

5. What legal and constitutional values are impltcated by the
proposed resclission? What s the range of legal and constltutional
opinion on the Issue?

6. What educatiocnal values are implicated by the proposed

rescission? What Is the range of opinion within the fleid of
educat lon?
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7. Which organizations and Institutlons in Amer ican socliety
support and which cppose the change In policy? What is the basls of
support and opposlitlion?

Resources: American Council| on Education, Amer ican Counseling
Assoclation, American Nurses Assoclation, American Psychological
Assoclation, American Public Health Assocliatlon, American Soclological
Association, National Assoclation of Social Workers, Natlonat Educatlion
Assoclation, Sex Information and Education Council of the Unlted
States.
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N VIEWPOINT

. L“b The foliowing represents the personal opinions of the author
and not necessarily the position of the Association of The United State Army or its members.

April 1993

The Army and Homosexuals

by

Lieutenant General Richard G. Trefry, USA Ret.

Over the past few years, the issue of homosexuals serving in the military has received increased
publicity. Individual homosexuals, organized homosexuals, activists of all persuasions and others have
created an ever-increasing crescendo of protest concerning the exclusion of homosexuals from the
services. Particularly vocal have been homosexuals and their supporters with their demands for the
withdrawal of ROTC from college campuses until the Department of Defense (DoD)exclusion policy
is reversed. The high point of the 1992 presidential campaign was then-Governor Bill Clinton’s
declaration that he intended to remove the exclusion ban on homosexuals in the services after his
election. Since Clinton’s election, more publicity has been directed toward the issue and the
president’s decision to follow through on that campaign promise.

As in all issues that are volatile, the more controversial the issue, the more emotional the
argument. Perhaps the time has come foramore rational discussion, and hopefully the decisions made
will not create the opposite of the results desired.

How did we reach this point and what can be done to resolve it?

Before we address the concerns of the Army (and this paper will address primarily the problems
of the Army), it should be noted that while there are similarities and parallels among the services, there
are also differences which will not be discussed here.

Homosexuals consider themselves an oppressed minority. Just how many of them there are
probably no one knows, as one of the penalties of being a homosexual has been the opprobrium
associated by society with homosexual conduct. Perhaps there are more than we imagine, but not as
many as homosexuals as a group would have us believe.

Historically there has been a stigma attached to homosexuality, and the stigma was exacerbated
in the 1950s when communism and “McCarthyism” were rampant. Homosexuals were considered
susceptible to blackmail in matters of national security because of their alleged vulnerability to



exposure. Thisis adoubtful proposition. Arecent study sponsored by the Defense Personnel Security
Research and Education Center (PERSEREC) indicates that of 117 cases involving U.S. citizens and
espionage, it cannot be proved that homosexual conduct was the catalyst. (Inevery case, the principal
causes were greed and/or revenge.) The conclusion was that homosexuals, as a group, probably are
just as loyal as anyone else.'

When the question becomes one of acceptability, homosexuals believe that sexual conduct
between consenting adults of the same (or opposite) sex is a private matter and should not be
considered an unlawful act ranging from a misdemeanor to a felony. This is not the place to discuss
their argument, but it should be obvious that what homosexuals are seeking is social acceptance for
themselves and for practices between members of the same sex that have long been considered
unacceptable in morality, values, behavior and religion and so codified in law. They find it difficult
to accept the fact that society accepts heterosexual intimacy but forbids or frowns on homosexual
intimacy.

It is obvious in reading accounts of and by homosexuals who have disclosed their practice that
they realize that their conduct is not considered “normal” and that their desire for acceptance of
themselves and their behavior is exceedingly strong.

Before we address the concerns of the military, a brief comparison or classification of
heterosexual/homosexual activities would be helpful. Basically, we might consider four general
classes of sexual activity for both heterosexuals and homosexuals (see chart on page 3). Itis
understood that type classifying, or sorting, of people into groups is a common practice. (Generally
such groupings are also immediately challenged and itis accepted that this will be no exception! All
that is intended is a frame of reference for both heterosexual and homosexual behavior.)

Within these four general categories there are many gradations, but the point is that both
heterosexual and homosexual conduct may range from the totally acceptable to the totally unaccept-
able.

No one has any problems with the first category. The second category for heterosexuals might
be described as the normal procreative life for alarge segment of the population. The second category
forhomosexuals, by current laws, practice and customs, is difficultto describe. Istheresuchacategory
as “normal” homosexual or is this the essence of the problem? Practicing homosexuals who hide their
practice, or are at least discreet with consensual partners, would fall in this category. Whether or not
this is an acceptable lifestyle is one of the social, religious, legal, moral and values issues of our time.
The third category for heterosexuals probably is tolerated by a larger portion of the population,
although it may not be as great a population as is commonly portrayed in print and film. On the other
hand, the conduct of the third category of homosexuals is not tolerated to the same degree as the
parallel conduct of the heterosexual. The fourth category of both heterosexual and homosexual
conduct is not acceptable; in fact, it is criminal.



HETEROSEXUAL PERSONALITY " HOMOSEXUAL

Passive
(Dominated)
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Active
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(monogamous, family oriented, monogamous, loyal to a
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acceptable). Disciplined. and behavioral nonacceptance
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N/
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up to promiscuity. Philanderism, ' Brags of conquests.
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Criminal
4. Deviant sexual behavior. 4. Deviant Sexual Behavior
Sexual criminal. Rape, incest, Sexual Criminal. Rape,
sodomy, sexual assault. Predator. incest, sodomy, sexual assault,
etc. Predator.
A\
TRAITS
Bestiality
Fetishism
N\ Exhibitionism /
V4 Necrophilia N
Nymphomania
Satyriasis
Masochism
Sadism
Pederasty/Pedophilia
Transvestism
Voyeurism




It is understood that this model or classification has many gradations, but it may help in
addressing the problem. Inthe PERSEREC study referred to above, the following statement is made:

The concepts homosexuality and heterosexuality are too broad to be worthwhile. When
subjected to statistical reduction, the data yielded five types. The typology is not too
different from one that could be constructed for heterosexuals. The five types are labeled:
Close-coupleds, Open-coupleds, Functionals, Dysfunctionals, and Asexuals. The Close-
coupleds were similar to what might be called happily married among heterosexuals.
Partners of thistype look to each other for their interpersonal and sexual satisfactions. They
are not conflicted about being members of aminority group. They would fitthe usual criteria
of social maturity. The Open-coupleds preferred astable couple relationship, butone of the .
partners sought sexual gratification outside of the couple relationship. In most cases, Open-
coupleds accepted their homosexual identity, but had qualms about seeking other outlets.
In terms of their general adjustment, they were not unlike most homosexuals or most
heterosexuals. The Functionals are more like the stereotype of the swinging singles. Their
lives are oriented around sex. They are promiscuous and open, frequenting gay bars and
bathhouses, and have been arrested for violating “homosexual” ordinances. They are self-
centered and give the impression of being happy and exuberant. The Dysfunctionals fit the
stereotype of the tormented homosexual. They have difficulties in many spheres, social,
occupational, sexual. This type displayed the poorest adjustment. Among the males, there
were more instances of criminal activity such as robbery, assault, and extortion. The

~ Asexuals are characterized by lack of involvement withothers. They areloners and describe
themselves as lonely. They lead quiet, withdrawn, apathetic lives.?

Without commenting on those particular descriptions and conclusions, obviously there are
many waystoclassify the problem. Itis doubtful thatanyone knows justhow many homosexuals there
are. Dr. Judith A. Reisman and Edward W. Eichel state that sexologist Alfred C. Kinsey’s results are
not valid. In his 1948 study, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders),
Kinsey stated that ten percent of white American males are more or less exclusively homosexual for
at least three years between the ages of 16 and 55; eight percent are exclusively homosexual for the
same period, and four percent are exclusively homosexual throughout their lives. This Kinsey data,
Reisman and Eichel state, should be understood in the context that the methods and statistical base
of Kinsey, derived 40 to 50 years ago are of questionable scientific validity.? The General Accounting
Office’s recent study, Defense Force Management: DoD's Policy on Homosexuals in the Military,
states, “The limited data currently available (largely Kinsey Institute studies) suggest that the primary
sexual orientation of between five and ten percent of the general U.S. population is homosexual.™
Reisman and Eichel quote a 1989 University of Chicago study to the effect that less that one percent
of the study population has been exclusively homosexual. (The study population wasa full probability
sample of the adult population of the United States.)’

One of the most vociferous claims of the homosexual community is that there are more
homosexuals than are suspected. That is a vague estimate. The GAO report made no projections as
far as numbers are concerned, except to state that other studies estimate there are more in the military
services than those caught and discharged. Undoubtedly, some doenter and never disclose either their
orientation or their practice.® o



It is pertinent to ask just what is a homosexual and what do homosexuals do that is so
provocative. The DoD definition of a homosexual is “a person, regardless of sex, who engagesin ...
or intends to engage in a homosexual act.”” A homosexual act is further defined as “bodily contact,
actively undertaken or passively permitted, between members of the same sex for the purpose of
satisfying sexual desires.”

Two individuals of the same sex, particularly female, are not considered homosexual if they
display simple affection toward each other by hand-holding or an embrace of affection. Nor are
comparable acts by males, but such actions are not considered appropriate manners. But if society
in general believes thatthis is whathomosexual conduct is all about, we beginto approach the problem.
Homosexual bodily contact usually consists of (but is not limited to) anal sex and/or oral sex. Most
Americans sincerely believe that homosexuals are hand-holders who share the deep personal feelings
that most heterosexuals hold for each other. The facts speak otherwise.

In athoroughly documented research paper prepared by Lieutenant Colonel Robert L. Maginnis
of the Office of the Inspector General of the Army, the following data evolve:’

« Only three percent of homosexuals had fewer than 10 lifetime sexual partners (heterosexuals
average about 7.15 percent lifetime partners, 8.67 percent for those who never marry).®

« 79 percent of homosexuals said that more than half their partners were strangers; 70 percent
said that more than half their sexual partners were men with whom they had sex only once.?

« In a reputable study of homosexual men, the number of annual sexual partners was nearly 100
for those participating in the study.'

» 38 percent of lesbians surveyed had from 11 tomore than 300lifetime sexual partners. Another
paper on lesbians reported that 41 percent of white lesbians admitted to having between 10
and 500 sexual partners.'!

« Homosexuals account for 80 percent of the nation’s most serious sexually transmitted diseases
(STDs)."? '

« Homosexual youth are 23 times more likely to contract an STD than heterosexual youth.!?

« Male homosexuals are more likely to contract HIV than heterosexuals by orders of magni-
tude."*

« Male homosexuals are 14 times more likely to have had syphilis than heterosexuals.'
« 66 percent of all AIDS cases in the United States are attributable to homosexual conduct.'®

« Lesbians are 19 times more likely to have had syphilis.”?



« At least 33 percent of all child molestations involve homosexual activity.'®

« 73 percent of homosexuals surveyed in one study had had sex with boys 16-19 years of age
or younger."

« Homosexuals are statistically about 18 times more likely to engage in sexual practices with
minors than are heterosexuals.?

« Homosexuals are six times more likely to commit suicide than heterosexuals.”!
« Another study states that 25-33 percent of homosexuals are alcoholics.?

« One third of homosexuals and one eighth of lesbians admit to practicing sadomasochism
(hurting or being hurt as a part of achieving sexual pleasure). Thisisarate 600 percent greater
than for heterosexual males and 400 percent greater than for heterosexual females.?

While it is not the purpose of this paper to pursue descriptions of homosexual practices or the
environments in which they are conducted, there are two books available that are informative on the
subject: -

« Randy Shilts, And the Band Played On— Politics, People and the AIDS Explosion, New
York: St. Martin Press, 1987, 630 pp. '

« Stephen C. Joseph, M.D., Dragon Within The Gates—The Once and Future AIDS Epidemic,
New York: Carrol and Graf, 1992, 272 pp.

In a recent article in the Philadelphia Inquirer of November 17, 1992, syndicated columnist
Ellen Goodman had a column entitled “Conduct, Not Orientation, the Real Gay Military Issue.” She
concludes her column, which favors ending the exclusion policy, with the sentence, “The military
should worry about how its people make war, not love.”* That is exactly what the military is worried
about. :

While members of some professional psychiatric, psychological, legal, academic and sociologi-
cal organizations do not agree with the DoD policy, neither do they possess any identifiable military
expertise concerning the military profession.

The distinguishing characteristics of a profession as a special type of vocation, accordingto .
Samuel Huntington’s The Soldier and the State — The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military
Relations, are the following: Expertise, Responsibility and Corporateness. Anthony E. Hartle, in his
Moral Issues in Military Decision Making, has further defined them, as portrayed in the following
matrix:



Huntington® ' Hartle*
Expertise The satisfaction of asignificant social need.

Responsibility The expertise is one deemed critical, or at
' least necessary in some sense, by society.
The professional, in return, is expected to
recognize a special expertise so that com-
mitment to the role entails a profession of
obligation to society.

Corporateness _ The profession generates and adherestoits
own criterion of competence and controls
admission toits ranks. The authority to
policeits own ranksis oneof the distinctive
characteristics of a profession.

Most other definitions of a profession generally agree with the above. When these three
principles are eroded or vitiated, the profession becomes avocation. Onthe other hand, a professional
ethic, or ethos, is a code which consists of a set of rules and standards governing the conduct of the
members of a professional group. Over the past few decades, there has been an erosion of both
knowledge and understanding of the military ethos and ethic. Academicians, auditors, accountants,
lawyers, entertainers, writers, commentaiors, celebritiés, politicians and pundits would have us believe
they understand the professional role of the military. This is understandable, but when the fighting
starts, things military become esoteric. The explosion in communications, the temptations of
situational ethics, the changing mores and the acceleration of change have imposed great demands on
the military leader in achieving the demands of military discipline.

Armies have always been used as instruments of social engineering. Therole of the U.S. armed
forces in the integration of blacks (aracial problem) and the integration of women (a gender problem)
in our society could not have been accomplished by any otherorganization, either foreign ordomestic.
The military is now being considered the obvious social leverto achieve acceptability of homosexuals.
This is a profoundly different proposition than the changes achieved in matters of race and gender.
Why?

Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman General Colin Powell expressed his views in this manner on the
differences in an exchange of letters with a member of Congress who advocates the acceptance of
homosexuals:

Skin color is a benign, non-behavioral characteristic. Sexual orientation is perhaps the most
profound of human behavioral characteristics. Comparison of the twois a convenient but
invalid argument.”’



Syndicated columnist George Will, referring to an article by E.L. Pattulo in a recent issue of
Commentary, states that “race and gender are genetically determined, not the result of choices. But
most postnatal events, including choices, influence sexuality.””

Liberty without law is license. Freedom without discipline is anarchy. Behavior in our society
is controlled by both law and discipline. The discipline of our sociéty as a whole is the authority of
our laws. Self-discipline is acombination of law, the desire for social acceptability, codes of conduct,
group dynamics, morality, religious constraints and the like. Military organizations operate on the
basis of organizational discipline that includes, but transcends, societal discipline in that we not only
must abide by civil laws of city, county, state and the national government, but also by the Uniform
Code of Military Justice as well as professional self-discipline. Altogether these restraints are more
stringent than those found in most, if not all, areas of civilian life.

Homosexuals believe that homosexuality is a “civil right.” They also maintain thathomosexual
behavior is not the same as “sexual orientation.” To quote from a recent memorandum submitted to
a review board involving personal security practices in a federal agency:

The terminology used to refer to sexuality in particular varies widely in the authorities
exercised. ... At times the language is clear and specific, and other times oblique. For
purposes of this review, unless quoting directly from particular sources, the term *“‘social
orientation” will be used to refer generally to sexuality, e.g., heterosexuality and homosexu-
ality. Sexual orientation is the proper term to use for several reasons. First, this is the term
used by the definitive study on “Homosexuality and Personal Security” in September of
1991. Second, it is the only term given legal-validity in virtually every civil rights statute
or ordinance nationwide protecting gay men and lesbians from discrimination, e.g., the
District of Columbia Human Rights Act, the California Civil Code, the San Francisco
Municipal Code and the proposed Federal Civil Rights Act. Third, asthe PERSEREC study
highlights, and as recent widely reported medical studies appear toestablish, an individual’s
heterosexuality or homosexuality does not result from simple “preference.” Rather, adult
sexual orientation has clear biological and sociological origins, and it cannot be changed by
mere preference or whims.” '

Each of the premises promulgated in the above quote is subject to challenge, but the pattern of
evolution of terms by homosexuals from “sodomy” to“homosexual” to “gay”" to “orientation” to “civil
rights” (and there are other terms in between) is abundantly clear. Homosexual orientation may be
celibate, but is celibacy confined only to the work place —and is what happens after hours the business
of anyone but consenting partners? Todefine the limits of the work place in the military isan impossible
task. Thisisespecially true during an entire enlistment or atour of service, and absolutely over acareer.
Part of the opposition of the military to the admission of homosexuals is because “orientation’ is such
a vague concept, but behavior is finite. Homosexual behavior (the practicing of homosexual acts) is
absolutely unacceptable in the Army for reasons of good order and military discipline,(that is, personal
and organizational discipline) the maintenance of health, and the maintenance of readiness.

In the matter of medical readiness, Army expertise in public health is without peer — and for
obvious reasons. The United States Army, up to World War II, suffered more casualties from disease
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than from battle deaths and injuries in all its wars. It is the United States Army that has led the fight
and provided the epidemiological solution to diseases such as yellow fever and cholera, Itisin the
forefront of Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) research. Medical statistics for homo-
sexuals provide evidence that they are extremely poor risks for their own future health. The potential
risks involving Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) and AIDS are enormous.

In aJanuary 9, 1993, article the Washington Post noted that San Francisco commemorated the
10,000th death in thecity from AIDS.* Ten thousand people is the strength of alight infantry division.
The article further states that 28,000 people — four percent of the population of the city, or the
equivalent of nearly three light infantry divisions or 60 percent of an Army corps — have HIV. There
should be no doubt about the effect of those numbers on readiness.

" Particular concemns are not from AIDS itself but from other diseases that are contagious and
acquired from ATDS victims, such as tuberculosis. There isevidence that aresurgence of AIDS-related
tuberculosis is a current serious threat to public health,*' and this poses a definitive threat to the Army.

Armies always attract avaricious civilian entrepreneurs near Army posts who exist by preying
on soldiers. If the Army is required to accept homosexuals, there will be a growth of businesses that
cater to the homosexual element, such as pornographic theaters. Consider the description of
pornographic theaters in New York City in 1988 as portrayed by Dr. Stephen C. Joseph inhis Dragon
Within the Gates:® '

Conditions were horrendous. The movie houses showed pornographic films to an almost
entirely male clientele. Inside, theater seats, hallways, restrooms, and lounges were used
for a wide variety of sexual acts, most between anonymous partners whocruised the theater.
... Often asingle person would take on multiple anonymous partners. In short the conditions
were similar to those that led to the closing of the bathhouses. '

Any Army officer who has been involved with adjacent communities while serving as an
installation or garrison commander or staff member has experienced the difficulties of controlling these
types of activity. It should be obvious that such establishments do not and would not-contribute to
the readiness of the Army. The Army cannot tolerate homosexual behavior.

The Army is often accused of being homophobic. The purpose of the exclusion of homosexuals
in the Army is not solely for the maintenance of health and discipline of the Army; it is also for the
protection of the homosexuals themselves. The comment is often made that there are homosexuals
already in the Army. Without a doubt there are. But those who maintain celibacy and self-discipline
are not pursued. Those who engage in consensual homosexual acts, as long as they are not
accompanied by other brutal criminal acts, are generally separated, quietly and without stigma. The
price of pursuit, as well as administrative and legal proceedings, time and money, is not worth the cost
of what could be perceived as “institutional vengeance.”

. People have been denied admission if they admitted to homosexual orientation or behavior
because the circumstances of military life are such that the chances of the exposure of homosexual
orientation or behavioris much more likely to occur than in civilian life. Barracks, extended field duty
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or isolated tours have few parallels compared to the circumstances of privacy and the environment in
civilian life. The requirements for self-discipline in the military are more stringent than incivilian life.
And with disclosure comes expulsion or punishment, depending on the act.

" The nightmare of the chain of command is that with exposure might come vigilante justice in
the form of attacks on homosexuals. The Army will not tolerate such behavior, but does anyone doubt
the problems inherent in these situations involving morale, discipline, military justice, readiness and
cohesion? Itis an even more complex problem because of how little we do know about homosexuality.

Do we as a society really know what causes homosexual conduct? (Most people are generally
unaware of what are actual homosexual behavioral acts.)

eIsita lﬁcdical or clinical problem?

« Is it a psychological problem?

« Is it a genetic problem?

« Is it just a matter of choice (i.e., behavior)?

Perhaps it is all of the above. All that is known is that it is not well understood. It certainly is
more than “sexual orientation” or “sexual preference.” If wedonot understand the problem any better
than we do, we had best exercise caution before it is imposed by fiat on an organization that operates
on the requirement of implacable organization and discipline.

The military is the only profession that is required by society on a recurring basis to take life to
protect our society as a whole. All other professions are for the development and fulfiliment of life.
Yet no other profession has contributed as much to the protection and development of society as has
the military. Assuch, ithas been granted permission by society to live by and within certain rules that
are not allowed others. One could argue that civil rights for soldiers are not quite the same as they
are for civilians. Unfortunately, the military has not been very articulate in explaining its disapproba-
tion of homosexual inclination or behavior. Some military spokesmen that have appeared in print or
on camera are so inarticulate that they appear to be caricatures of the homophobic stereotype. What
is not understood is that homosexual behavior is such an anathema to these professional soldiers that
it almost appears they have been particularly selected to make the. case for the proponents of '
homosexuality. Most of these men have had to deal with cases of homosexual aggrandizementduring
their careers. If simple sexual harassment is not acceptable in civilian life, homosexual acts are the
epitome of repulsive conduct in the Army (notwithstanding recent events in the military).

To categorize, and all categorizations as well as generalizations are admittedly false, male
homosexuals are usually considered sensitive, artistic, creative, gentle and effeminate. Conversely,
this is not the “warrior” image one associates with noncommissioned and commissioned officers of
the line. Probably few homosexuals are found in line units. Those who are found there are the
aggressive, dominating personalities who seek sexual gratification and/or fulfillment by employing
rank and position. The military life and population provide opportunity for these people. Most leaders
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of any experience have had to deal with these individuals overacareer, and it may help toexplain their
revulsion to homosexual acts comparéd to a more tolerant attitude involving the sexual mores of
society as a whole. '

There is no question that we live in a period of unprecedented and unparalleled change, be it
technological, sociological, organizational, economic, geopolitical or personal. The only constant in
the military is guaranteed change. Life in the military, particularly over the past half-century, has been
to experience change beyond that of any other profession. The Army is now in the throes of even more
change (e.g., *You must reduce strength — but go to Somalia. We wanted you for a career, but now
we must let you gotoreduce strength.”) The listis endless and the system may, in fact, be approaching
overload.

Senator Sam Nunn is quoted as saying:

We've got to consider not only the rights of homosexuals but also the rights of those who
are not homosexuals and who give up a great deal of their privacy when they go in the
military. ... What we don’t want to do is overload the system. We're undergoing a lot of
budget cuts now. We’re struggling with the whole question of women in combat and how
far to go in that direction. We’re trying to do everything we can to cut sexual harassment
in the military, which is a problem.®

The Army will adapt to change for any rational reason, but the senior military and pdlitical
leadership should be careful not to employ the straw that will send the camel to the osteopath.

One hears talk of mass resignations or selective resignations by ranking officers if homosexual
exclusions are removed. That is a very doubtful assumption, but it creates great journalistic excitement
and anticipation. The personalities are too diverse for any such action, both in the micro and macro
sense. There may beafew individuals who believe so strongly inthe exclusion policy that they would
leave, but rational thought and action will prevail.

The most publicly quoted information from the June 1992 GAO report is the fact that $27
million is lost annually by eliminating homosexuals from the services.® These costs include only
recruiting and initial entry training. (One newspaper article attributed the cost to “immunizations.”)
What about the military medical costs expended for treatment of sexually transmitted disease (STD)
and Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV)? What about the military money used for HIV testing
(which, incidentally, homosexuals want to eliminate)?” What about the military money for HIV
research? STDs-are behavioral diseases, and associated with the loss of STD-and HIV-afflicted
personnel are the inclusive military medical, operational and training costs. The price of sexually
transmitted disease in the Army is extremely high and not just in dollars.

One of the most important considerations for continuing the exclusion concerns the senior-
subordinate relationship that exists in the military. Unlike civilianlife, life in the military is a 24-hour-
a-day existence. One reads of the disgust concerning homosexual harassment, such as ogling in
showers and in foxholes. Perhaps, but that is exaggerated reasoning in an attempt to discuss the
problem. However, the essence of discipline in the Army and on the battlefield are the senior-
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subordinate relationships that are developed and practiced overa professional lifetime. When gender
isintroduced into military organizations, inevitably there are people whoare sexually attracted toeach
other. Unfortunately, love is not rational and corporals do not fall in love with corporals, nor do
colonels fall in love with colonels(all with the same date of rank). Nothing is morecorrosive ordivisive
than the perception—not the reality, just the perception — that someone possesses an advantage over
another because of a sexual relationship. It is extremely difficult in heterosexual situations, but it is
devastating inhomosexual relationships. To introduce the problem of these homosexual relationships
for solution by the chain of command in Army units, particularly when itis not necessary, isto manifest
an expression of callousness that borders on contempt.

. Homosexuals claim they are different. So are soldiers. Perhaps Charles de Gaulle said it best
in The Edge of the Sword.

Men who adopt the profession of arms submit of their own free will to a law of perpetual
constraint. Of their own accord, they reject the right to live where they choose, to say what
they think, to dress as they like. From the time they become soldiers, it needs but an order
to settle them in this place, to move them to that, to separate them from their families and
dislocate their normal lives. On the word of command they rise, march, run, endure bad
weather, go without sleep or food, be isolated in some distant post, work until they drop.
They have ceased to be masters of their fate. If they drop in their tracks, if their ashes are
scattered to the four winds, that is part and parcel of their job.

Since the beginning of time armies have found in this life of drudgery, this vocation of
sacrifice their meaning and their joy. Unaided they plow a fieldand sow acrop which others
will reap. But how is it possible to live in a world apart, to serve an ideal which is unlike
that of other men, without feeling differently, without thinking differently from those who
belong to an almost alien community without having a special scale of values and
relationships? Theexistence of an Armed Force withinthe nation is inconceivable without
the corollary of a separate code of behavior which holds it together and gives it life. But
this code, this spirit, while isolating the soldier from his civilian fellows, contributes to his
prestige. The mass of mankind shows that respect for him which the manifest example of
great moral strength almost inevitably arouses. Military discipline and military solidarity
have never failed to strike and hold the imagination. The debt owed to it by literature, the
theater, music, architecture and the dance is incalculable so greatly have they been inspired
by the sufferings and the triumph of men trained for battle —to say nothing of the recorded
events of history, legends, songs and pictures that alone bear witness to the effect upon our
forbearers of the splendor of armed might. Even today we find ample evidence for this in
children’s games, in the crowds that gather around the coffin of a Marsha! of France —in
the electrifying effect of a regiment marching by.* '

Why does the Army adamantly oppose the proposal to remove the exclusion of homosexuals?

The policy of excluding homosexuals is to ensure that the military discipline, health and
readiness of the United States Army are not.compromised. Any policy that compromises those
considerations is not merely objectionable, it is unacceptable. This is not a matter of civil rights, or
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of sexual orientation. The heart of the matter isthat it is amatter of institutional and personal discipline
necessary for the security of the nation.

Huntington, in The Soldier and the State, ends his book with a question and a statement:

Yet is it possible to deny that the military values — loyalty, duty, restraint, dedication —
are the ones Americaneeds today? ... Upon the soldiers, the defenders of order, rests aheavy
responsibility. The greatest service they can render is to remain true to themselves, to serve
with silence and courage in the military way. If they abjure the military spirit, they destroy
themselves first and the nation ultimately. If the civilians permit the soldier to adhere to the
military standard, the nations themselves may eventually find redemption and security in
making that standard their own.”

If homosexuals desire to join the Army, let them do so under the Army’s rules for behavior. If
they want to join the Army to change the rules and to ensure their “civil rights,” the Army does not
want them. And ifthe rules of behavior are changed for whatever political gain or minority satisfaction,
the nation will be the loser. Over two hundred years ago Edmund Burke said, “The only thing necessary
for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.”
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Senator Sam Nunn hosted hearings during the last week of March 1993 concerning the
contentious issue of homosexuals in the military. His committee heard from cohesion experts.! These
experts outlined cohesion’s importance for combat readiness.

They indicated the military’s business is to fight and win. It accomplishes this task by fielding
well-trained and cohesive units. They opined that the introduction of openly serving homosexual
soldiers will undermine the development and sustainment of cohesive units.?

This paper will examine the probable impact of openly serving homosexuals for unit cohesion.
Before examining the specific detrimental impact, the paper addresses the significance of cohesion for
combat units; how cohesion is developed; and how it is sustained.

First, cohesion is critical to combat effectiveness. Military experts from Clauswitz and
Napoleon to Schwarzkopf have recognized the importance of cohesion. It causes soldiers to willingly
expose themselves consistently to enemy fire and to fight to victory or death.

Cohesion is the invisible power behind the combat unit. French military theorist Ardant duPicq
explains the concept: “Four brave men who do not know each other will not dare to attack alion. Four
less brave, but knowing each other well, sure of their reliability and consequently of mutual aid, will
attack resolutely.”

Army historian S.L.A. Marshall furtherillustrated the significance of cohesion. He said, “I hold
it to be one of the simplest truths of war that the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep going
with his weapon is the near presence or the presumed presence of a comrade.™

Individual bravery does not decide the battle, rather unit bravery (or cohesion) does. Cohesion
is related to the confidence each man places in his leaders and comrades. It is the unity of effort in

a fighting team.



According to British historian Lord Moran, “The secret of the awful power of the German Army
(of World War II) is ... in a certain attitude of her manhood.” During that war the German army, on
the average, inflicted three casualties on the allies for every two they incurred.® This success is
attributed to small-unit cohesion, mutual trust and confidence in leaders and comrades. It is acritical
combat multiplier.

The high level of cohesion in the Israeli Army is a reflection of its society. That society has a
common language, religion and strong sense of nationalism. Its army is able to defend itself through
the use of highly cohesive units.

Israeli battle experience showed that soldiers who lacked cohesive bonds with leaders and
comrades were more vulnerable to battle shock. Cohesive units were better able to endure the shock
of combat and maintain effectiveness than noncohesive units.’

U.S. ground units in the Vietnam War did not have the same level of cohesion as North
Vietnamese units, especially after the Tet offensive in 1968. The U.S. Army lacked vertical bonding
— the need for soldiers to believe in their leaders and the purpose of their mission—and the horizontal
bonding needed for soldiers to feel comfortable in aunit. This resulted in atotal breakdown of cohesion
on the unit level ®

Although the Argentines outnumbered the British during the Falkland War, and although their
weapons and supplies were more than adequate, it became apparent that the Argentines lacked the will
to prevail which is characteristic of cohesive, well-led units. This became even more apparent when,
during negotiations for surrender, a main Argentine condition was that their officers be allowed to
retain their side arms for protection against theirown men. Argentine soldiers and officersdidnothave
mutual trust.’®

The U.S. Army studied the impact of cohesion for units involved in Operations Desert Shield
and Desert Storm. Units of six brigades were studied. Cohesion was found to be a critical variable
affecting soldier handling of stress in combat.

Military history demonstrates time and again that a cohesive unit is more effective in combat
than an equal force with less cohesion. There are examples of highly cohesive small forces destroying
much larger forces with low cohesion. :

Cohesion makes the difference on the battlefield. It saves lives. It is not just something nice
to have. It is essential at all levels of the military organization!

Second, cohesive units are made from soldiers willing to subscribe to Army values and
standards. The Army resocializes recruits who have generally congruent values, interests, attitudes
and fundamental beliefs to accept the values and standards critical to becoming a soldier.

The recruit must hold the Army’s values and demonstrate them in performance of duties.”® A
recruit must also accept standards which dictate the behavior that will or will not be tolerated."



Acceptance of common, explicit Army values and standards by soldiers reduces conflicts,
decreases obstacles to communication, and improves unit competence. Commonly held values and
standards among leaders and soldiers also make units less susceptible to disruption by external forces
and contribute in large measure to unit cohiesion. ' .

Ideally, the military attracts only recruits with the following cohesion-building values: a
willingness to sacrifice personal welfare forunit welfare; adesire to become part of adisciplined group;
asense of community obligation; and respect for authority. These elements form the basis forbuilding
cohesive units.

If recruits with incongruent values must be accepted, the socialization process will be more
difficult and will require constant attention until military values have been internalized, not merely
given superficial compliance. When not internalized, conflict results.

Another aspect of resocializing the recruit is the creation of a new identity. The recruit must
discard his personal identity in favor of the group (unit) identity. He must willingly focus onthe unit’s
activities and goals and not his own. The neophyte soldier becomes totally dependent on his fellow
soldiers forcompletion of unit missionsand for survival. This mutual dependence fosters mutual trust.

Resocializing recruits also includes the removal of the unsuitable. In the Army, a recruit is
unsuitable who cannot obey orders — any orders — or who fails to inculcate Army values and
standards, or who cannot withstand immense and searing mental and physical pressure. These people
will not enjoy the confidence of their peers.

Nonconformity with the cohesion-building unitalsoincludes membership inan informal interest
group. Many times informal interest groups have a strong influence upon the soldier’s commitment
to unit goals, values and standards. Such informal groups were evident during the Vietnam War.

Such groups included “heads” (drug users) who contended with “juicers” (alcohol users),
“hawks” with “doves”’; “lifers” (career soldiers) with “U.S.s”(draftees); and African-Americans who
contended with whites. Membership in one or more of these interest groups often degraded a soldier’s
loyalty to his unit. Serious problems arose when such groups acted contrary to unitobjectives. These
groups undermined morale and unit cohesion.

Other significant factors which affect soldier socialization and unit cohesion include wide
divergences among soldiers in terms of age, cultural background, religious preference and sexual
composition. These factors need to be resolved in favor of the unit. After all, the unit’s effectiveness
demands complete compliance and subordination of personal preferences. '

In summary, soldiers who accept the Army’s values and standards and subordinate personal
interests to those of the unit become the building blocks that make cohesive units. Over time and
through frequent contact, interpersonal relationships develop among soldiers and between them and
theirleaders. Eventually, these relationships become more important and more intense. These intense,
personal relationships are the basic elements of unit cohesion. They explain the maturing trust,
discipline, morale and confidence that are key underpinnings of cohesive units.
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Third, cohesive units are sustained in peacetime by maintaining ahigh frequency of association
among unit members by reinforcing unit boundaries through design of barracks, mess halls and day
rooms. Unitsalso provide other opportunities, such asclubs and athletic facilities, for soldiersto come
together socially. Unitleaders encourage bonding and cohesion by creating ahealthy “we-they” view
through traditions, ceremonies and distinctive insignia. ' ‘

Leaders support cohesion by actively discouraging soldiers from belonging to autonomous
interest groups with possibly deviant norms. Such groups tend to polarize soldiers and therefore
undermine cohesion.

Training plays a key role in the development of cohesive units. During peacetime the process
of military training is designed as much to inculcate group cohesion and solidarity upon which fighting
spirit depends as it is to produce an adequate level of technical or tactical expertise.

Soldiers best bond (and therefore become cohesive units) when their differences are minimized
and common expectations and experiences are shared. They develop strong rules of behavior and
expectations (group norms) about individual conduct on the basis of face-to-face relationships which
become the immediate determinant of the soldier’s behavior.

The bonding of soldier and leader is also critical to the development and sustainment of
cohesion. Soldiers bond with leaders they trust, especially leaders who deal effectively with dangerous
situations. These leaders ensure this vertical bonding by demonstrating that they care about the
soldiers’ personal lives, by evidencing professional competence and adegree of leader predictability,
by ensuring effective leader-soldier communication, and by evidencing an ability to effectively train
soldiers.!? These factors relieve the soldier of anxiety, resulting in greater leader influence and control,
and encourage the development and sustainment of vertical cohesion.

Another factor that contributes to cohesion is the role played by the supportive military family.
Nearly half the Army is married. The importance of the morale and confidence among Army spouses
and family members must be considered. The family can directly influence retention and support the
cohesion-building process.

The sustainment of soldier bonds and unit cohesion requires careful nurturing. Soldier-to-
soldier and soldier-to-leader relationships cannot be neglected. Unnecessary interruptions to these
relationships potentially defeat unit cohesion. The introduction of circumstances or people with
contrary aims undermines cohesion building.

In summary, cohesion must be developed and sustained during peacetime. Itis constructed from
groups of soldiers who inculcate Army values and standards. It is sustained by very personal and daily
contacts with comrades and leaders. This process must be jealously guarded.

Against this background, then, it would appear that cohesion in Army units would be
jeopardized by the introduction of homosexuals. The integration of openly homosexual soldiers will
result in distorted bonding phenomena: bonds among homosexuals, bonds among homosexuals and
heterosexuals, and bonds among heterosexual soldiers. This multiplicity of bonding defeats the
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Army’s need to foster cohesion in small units. The introduction of homosexuals will polarize small
units — the cornerstone of combat effectiveness.

The recipe for the exact characteristics needed in individuals who, when put together, can
achieve high levels of small unit cohesionis not totally validated. However, the experience of combat-
seasoned military professionals indicates that people with certain behavior patterns will not contribute
positively to unit cohesion.

The behavior patterns which most military personnel consider detrimental to the development
and sustainment of cohesive units must be considered. The following scientifically-documented
homosexual behavior patterns can undermine the development and sustainment of cohesive units.

First, homosexuals define themselves by behavior which many soldiers find repugnant. Their
sexual behavior (sodomy) is also a violation of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).
Heterosexual leaders and soldiers who subscribe to the intent of the law will in large numbers reject
the forced integration of homosexual soldiers. The forced integration of homosexuals will undermine
the trust and confidence among unit leaders and their comrades. It will also jeopardize leader trust
in the integrity of the civilian leaders who placed the military in a dilemma between the commander-
in-chief and the law-giving Congress.

The typical heterosexual soldier possesses a value system from middle America whichsays that
homosexual behavior is abnormal. These soldiers donot want to associate with homosexuals. Forced
association with homosexuals will damage the soldier’s confidence in the Army and unit leaders and
foster greater distrust of homosexuals.

Second, homosexuals are by definition sexually attracted to people of the same sex. The
potential for sexual competition among homosexuals in a unit may destroy mutual trust and engender
suspicions among heterosexual soldiers. ‘

People involved sexually with one another may be less than effective. Relationshipsthatinvolve
intimate activities can stifle individual objectivity by participants in the relationship. For this reason,
married couples do not serve in the same units. Homosexual soldiers in the same unit who are openly
or secretly involved sexually will lack the objectivity required in cohesive units.

Third, self-disciplined soldiers are an essential building block of cohesive units. Considerable
scientific research suggests homosexuals are very promiscuous when compared toheterosexuals. This
documented behavior pattern will raise suspicion about their personal discipline and their willingness
to inculcate the discipline demanded by the profession of arms.

Fourth, homosexual men have trouble establishing male relationships characterized by mutu-
ality and equality. This is attributed to an underlying feeling of masculine inferiority which becomes
the basis of envy and resentment toward heterosexual men. Consequently, the homosexual has
difficulty relating to other men as equals, due to this resentment and because of the heterosexual’s
sexual and romantic significance to the homosexual. Additionally, heterosexual men who possess
power and authority over the homosexual become particular symbols of masculinity, which only
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intensifies the homosexual’s same-sex desire. These factors will inevitably affect the importantasexual
bonding among peer soldiers and among leaders and homosexual soldiers. There is alsoasignificant
potential for increased incidents of fraternization among homosexual leaders and subordinate soldiers.
This can be more devastating than relationships among peers. The critical vertical and horizontal
bonding characteristic of cohesive units willlikely be compromised by the introduction of homosexu-
als.”

Fifth, there are potential and psychological consequences for heterosexual soldiers serving with
homosexuals. The homosexual has a far greater probability of contracting sexually transmitted disease
(STD) due to a promiscuous life-style. The heterosexual will be sensitive to this probability and the
increased chance that a homosexual soldier may contract the deadly HIV. The Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) indicates that two-thirds of all HIV cases are in the homosexual community.' This
information alone will have psychological consequences for heterosexual soldiers. They will
constantly be aware that contact with ahomosexual’s body fluids could result inexposure to the HIV.
Soldier bonding will suffer. '

Sixth, homosexuals recruit sex partners, by necessity, from the heterosexual community.
Young heterosexual soldiers who have not yet fully developed their own sexual identity will be
threatened by the presence of homosexuals. Additionally, older soldiers with children at home will
be especially hesitant when dealing with homosexuals in family housing areas.

SUMMARY

Cohesion cannot survive in an environment racked by a lack of discipline, poor morale and
distrust. Scientific studies indicate that homosexuals as a category of people evidence behavior
patterns that will potentially undermine the social ingredients thatcontribute to the developement and
sustainment of cohesive units. Their presence may well polarize units.

The Army must maintain a hard and illiberal view of life and the world. It must prepare forthe
battlefield. It must stand ready, if need be, to die. Itis, in essence, a national resource to be used by
society. This resource is mostready when ithas well-trained and highly cohesive units. Openly serving
homosexual soldiers will undermine the development and sustainment of this now well-honed force.
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THE ISSUlE: The Department of Defense Homosexual Exclusion Policy

The Association of the United States Arniy stands firmly in support of the ban against homosexu-
ality in the Armed Forces for the following reasons:

The admission of open homosexuals is potentially divisive within an organization whose
strength is unity and teamwork.

» Inclusion of homosexuals could diminish the shared values that are essential to bonding through
which soldiers live, train and fight together. Such divisiveness would degrade unit readiness and
impair the combat effectiveness of the team.

» An openly homosexual officer would not engender the trust and confidence needed from
subordinates who find his or her life-style morally objectionable.

+ Heterosexual animosity toward known homosexuals can cause hostility resulting in degradation
of team or unit esprit.

+ Homosexuals are at greater risk of contracting AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases that
would affect their deployability and long-term service.

Lifting the ban would immediately create complex administrative problems in the accommo-
dation of homosexuals in the Armed Forces.

 Privacy is a real issue. Integration of homosexuals leads to a host of privacy issues such as the
- sharing of showers, latrines and barracks.

+ Many soldiers can be expected to object to sharing rooms, tents or bunkers with known
homosexuals. :

» Integration of homosexuals ¢ould be highly disruptive to Army family and community comity.

» The rules and regulations governing fraternization, relationships between the ranks and conduct
of members of the Armed Forces would have to be carefully crafted. The dilemma for the Army will
be to redefine what behavior is acceptable and what is unacceptable within the institution.

The legal and regulatory complications are staggering.

» Homosexual behavior (sodomy}) is in violation of military law, i.e., the Uniform Code of Military
Justice, which can be changed only by act of Congress. This raises the issue of whether one can
actually separate the “status” — being a homosexual — from the “behavior’” — that is, doing what

homosexuals do.

-more-



- How would regulations relating to spouses and dependents (e.g., eligibility for military housing,
medical benefits, preferential hiring practices) apply to declared partners of homosexuals?

« There will be the fuil range of court challenges with demands based on either civil rights or equity.
Some will involve differentiation in assignments, promotions and schooling.

« Could the enlistment contracts of those in the service when the ban is lifted be legally broken under
these circumstances?

Military health care problems would be magnified.

+ The promiscuous life-style of many homosexuals makes them more susceptible to sexually
transmitted diseases, including the AIDS virus, hepatitis-A, hepatitis-B, syphilis, gonorrhea and a
variety of lesser known venereal diseases.

« Soldiers testing positive for the HIV virus are not deployable. Additionally, all soldiers are expected
to be available for blood transfusions in combat (the walking blood bank).

Homosexual behavior is contrary to the moral convictions of the vast majority of Americans.

« Homosexual preference or practice is not widely ingrained in American society. The assertion that
10 percent or more of the population is homosexual is based on a discredited 1948 study which polled
large numbers of convicts and male prostitutes. A National Center for Health Statistics study suggests
the real figure is less than two percent.

. American societal standards are clear from the statutes which make sodomy a crime. Thereligious/
moral dimension is clear from the long-established teachings of numerous denominations on the
subject.

« This change in policy could easily discourage young people from entering service and cause
widespread recruiting and retention problems. Similarly, parents are likely to discourage their sons
and daughters from entering military service.

Before proceeding to inflict such a drastic social change on the Armed Forces, it is imperative
that we gain a thorough public understanding of its impacts. It is vitally important that we
listen to and heed the concerns of the people who would be most directly affected by this major
policy change — the men and women in uniform and their families. Today they are universally
concerned and deeply troubled by this whole matter.

It is vitally important that this question be thoroughly reviewed by Congress. Public hearings
should be held and all facts considered. Public support or lack of support should be
scrupulously evaluated. Before implementing such a wrenching social change, we must
carefully consider its impact on one of our nation’s most important institutions, the Armed
Forces of the United States of America.
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THE ISSUE: The Department of Defense Homosexual Exclusion Policy

Introduction

America’s Army is unique. It is an institution designed and trained to fight America’s wars. It
operates under a strict code of discipline and law. Its primary focus is on the mission.

The whole system is directed toward getting and keeping the people who best meet the Army’s
mission requirements. Policies are not intended as career opportunities for all who desire to serve.
In fact, the standards differentiate so as to select those best adapted to leadership and skill requirements
as well as to the military environment, and have excluded persons for anumber of reasons, to include
physical condition, academic credentials, and mental or physical limitations. Itisnota determination
of individual worth but rather a selection to best fit Army needs. To reiterate, this is not a matter of
“discrimination,” the term most often used, but it is a matter of differentiating those people who can
best serve the military.

The homosexual issue has been cited by many as identical to the integration of blacks and women
into the military forces. Itis acknowledged that the Army has accomplished this exceptionally well.
Homosexuals, however, pose a far more complex question. They are not defined by either race or
specific gender but rather by sexual orientation and sexual practices. This can and will conflict with
certain standards of society and the deeply held moral convictions of many individuals.

As pointed out by General Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, race is
nonbehavioral while homosexuality is behavioral and the same considerations are not applicable to
military service. The issues relating to gender are Jikewise not synonymous with those of homosexual
integration. Recognizing the privacy requirements formen and women, separate housing, bathing and
toilet facilities have been provided. Introduction of homosexuals into the units and barracks vastly
complicates the problem, as discussed later in this paper. A

The military is not only tightly organized and disciplined but also needs to maintain a strong sense
of community. Individuals mustlive and work in close, often intimate, associations over long periods
of time. The entry of publicly avowed homosexuals into the military requires both an understanding

- and acceptance which do not now exist. It could create a serious and divisive culture clash.

While we do not in this paper attempt to make final judgments on the profound decisionsinvolved,
we do feel an obligation to point out key issues to be considered in coming to these decisions.

It is important that a broader knowledge of the basic issues be clearly understood by the White
House, by the Congress and by the body politic before a premature decision becomes the vehicle for
the erosion of the finest Armed Force this nation has ever fielded. -

The Association of the United States Army stands firmly in support of the ban against
homosexuality in the Armed Forces. The following presents some of the principal reasons why
we take this position. It also outlines some of the issues raised over recent months which require
serious appraisal.



The military services exist for the purpose of defending the nation and protecting national
interests with minimum loss of life. The admission of open homosexuals is potentially
divisive within an organization whose strength is unity and teamwork.

e Units are a special segment of the military environment. They live, train and fight together. Bonding
is important. Shared values are essential in their bonds, and inclusion of homosexuals could serve to diminish
these values. It would be difficult for a publicly avowed homosexual to bond with and be fully accepted by the
group. In the professional judgment of military commanders, such divisiveness would degrade unit readiness
and impair the combat effectiveness of the team.

« Senior-subordinate relationships may be adversely affected. Military organizations operate in a
disciplined and structured way and are hierarchial innature, with clearly established channels forcommand and
control. In such a framework, everyone knows who is in charge, but the system demands mutual senior-
subordinate trust and respect in order to be effective. Itisdifficult to perceive an openly homosexual officer
inaleadershiprole demanding and receivingthe kind of trust and confidence needed from subordinates whofind
his or her life-style morally objectionable. This situation could not help but be erosive to effective control and
discipline.

e Heterosexual animosity toward known homosexuals can cause latent or even overt hostility, resulting
in degradation of team or unitesprit. Whilethis animosity is unfortunate, itis afact of society atlarge and cannot
be changed by the military.

* Significant evidence exists that homosexuals, for whatever reasons, are at greater risk of contracting
diseases (including AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases) thatwould affect theirdeployability and long-
term service. (While this may only reflect past behavior and is not an intrinsic aspect of homosexuality, it is
nontheless of current and real concern to the military.) This becomes a unit readiness problem whenever an
individuat is physically unable to carry out his or her duties at full capacity or is not eligible for deployment
overseas due to HIV or other infections. )

Lifting the ban would immediately create complex administrative problems in the accommo-
dation of homosexuals in the Armed Forces.

« Privacy is areal issue. Service requirements place many service members in close association, often in
a status of prolonged forced intimacy (in barracks, aboard ships and in the field). Integration of homosexuals
leads to a host of privacy issues such as the sharing of showers, latrines and barracks assignments.

o Addedtothe privacy issueis the question of accommodating homosexuals in military living arrangements
—eithertroop billets or family housing. Inthe former, heterosexuals can be expected to object tosharingrooms,
tents or bunkers with known homosexuals, thus confronting commanders with the challenge of either forcing
_ cohabitation of heterosexuals with homosexuals or facilitating cohabitation of two homosexuals. This also
raises the issue of violation of cohabitation laws.

¢ The military is aunique community, Most Army families, not unlike most other American families, would
not find the homosexual life-style and behavior patterns acceptable for their family environment. Large
segments of the military population live in close communities, either on military installations or in closely
associated enclaves. Integration of homosexuals could be highly disruptive to family and community comity.

¢ Today issues such as fraternization, relationships between the ranks and conduct unbecoming members
of the Armed Forces are all subject to definition and regulation for both homosexuals and heterosexuals. With
homosexuals openly accepted, the problem is significantly compounded with a possible combination of male/



fernale, male/male, and female/female relationships. Rules, regulations and codes of conduct would havetobe
carefully crafted to cover these situations; the dilemma for the Army will be to redefine what behavior is
acceptable and what is unacceptable within the institution.

The legal and regulatory complications are staggering.

« Homosexual behavior (sodomy) is in violation of the law in most jurisdictions. Military law, i.e., the
Uniform Code of Military Justice, specifically prohibits sodomy and can be changed only by act of Congress.
This raises the issue of whether one can actually separate (as President Clinton and others are attemptingtodo)
the “status” — being a homosexual — from the “behavior” — that is, doing what homosexuals do. It seems
most difficult to seriously draw that distinction since — when it comes to human sexuality — the act, not the
attitude, is the defining reality.

« The status of homosexual marriages must be defined. Would they be accepted and would military
chaplains be required to perform them? Military law generally adheres to state law where located. Somecities,
including San Francisco and Washington, D.C., recognize such partnerships, but most jurisdictions do not. This
clearly requires a national referendum. _ ‘

e Determination would have to be made on how regulations relating to spouses and dependents (e.g.,
eligibility for military housing, dependent benefits, medical care, preferential hiring practices) would apply to
declared partners of homosexuals in the military. ‘

e Ifthe current ban is lifted, the government must be prepared to cope with a number of lawsuits foreither
reinstatement or restitution of lost wages on behalf of homosexuals who were previously given administrative
discharges.

e Lifting the ban would expose the Armed Forces to the full range of of potential challenges with demands
based oneither civil rights orequity. Some of these will involve differentiationin assignments, promotions and
schooling. The issue of quotas will surely surface.

* A challenge from heterosexuals can be anticipated relating to the rules forenlistment terms. Some will
not want to continue in service after homosexuals are admitted and will request relief from service. The question
10 be answered is whether the enlistment contracts of those already in the service when the ban is lifted can be
broken legally under these circumstances. Informal feedback suggeststhata significant number would seek this
option. It could also denigrate the great effort that has been made to attract a top quality all-volunteer force.

Military health care problems would be magnified.

* The promiscuous life-style of many homosexuals makes them more susceptible to sexually transmitted
diseases, including the AIDS virus, hepatitis-A, hepatitis-B, syphilis, gonorrheaand a variety of lesser known
venereal diseases. An increase in the number of homosexuals in the military service may well increase the
medical costs.

» HIV testing isrequired of active and reserve members no less than every two years, or within six months
of deployments or overseas assignments. This applies to all categories. Soldiers testing positive are not
deployable, mainly because HIV positive soldiers may be unable to respond to a vaccine and are more
susceptible to infections (readiness criteria). Additionally, all soldiers are expected to be available for blood
transfusions in combat (the walking blood bank). This is of particular importance with respect to homosexuals
because, as stated earlier, they have a higher incidence of infection. However, the HIV testing program is
currently under attack by homosexual advocacy groups.



' Homosexual behavior is contrary te the moral convictions of the vast majority of Americans,
including Armed Forces personnel.

* The claim for minority status is predicated on the claim that 10 percent or more of the population (and
of the military) is homosexual. This assertion is based onadiscredited 1948 study by Alfred Kinsey, who polled
large numbers of convicts and male prostitutes in his sample. A recent study by the National Center for Health
Statistics suggests thereal figure is less than two percent, the point being that homosexual preference or practice
is not widely ingrained in American society.

e The moral dimensions of the issue cannot be ignored — American societal standards are clear from the
statutes (Uniform Code of Military Justice and about half the state codes) which make sodomy a crime. The
religious/moral dimension is clear from the long-established teachings of numerous denominations on the
subject,

* The Armed Forces of the United States reflect the mores of our society. Altering military policy will not
only affect the military community but, at the same time, have far-reaching consequences on society in general.
It would seem that many would say lifting the ban is permissible as long as it does not involve them but would
notaccept it for their sons and daughters. Parents are likely to discourage their children from entering military
service as well. Therefore, acceptance of homosexuals into the Armed Forces could discourage young people
from entering service and cause widespread recruiting and retention problems.

Most nations either bar homosexuals from serving or place restrictions on those who are
allowed to serve.

* Abuse and fear of recrimination seem to be subtle, but there are reports of ongoing problems in every
nation which allows homosexuals to serve in the military. The Dutch did a study in 1990 after 20 years of
permitting homosexuals to serve in the military and found it extremely difficult to have anyone come forward
to admit that he/she was homosexual. v

» Israelis cited by homosexual advocates as a place where homosexuals are satisfactorily integrated into
the Armed Forces. In the Israeli Defense Forces, homosexuals are not allowed to stay in the barracks with the
other service members; they are sent home each night. This is totally impractical for U.S. forces. Israeli
homosexuals are also prohibited from joining elite combat units and in most cases simply are not accepted.

* The Germans readily admit that known homosexuals have little, if any, chance of advancement because
of the deep-seated prejudice against their behavior.

» The performance standards expected almost exclusively of our Army (to deploy world-wide and to
accomplish varied and complex missions quickly and efficiently) makes comparisons with other nations’ forces
of limited value.

Before proceeding to inflict such a drastic social change upon the Armed Forces of the United
States, we need to get a thorough educated public sensing of the impacts of lifting the ban. We
need to hear and understand the concerns of the people who would be most directly affected by
this major policy change — the men and women who wear the uniform of this country and their
families. Today they are universally concerned and deeply troubled by this whole matter.

It is vitally important that this question be thoroughly reviewed by Congress. Public hearings
should be held and all facts considered. Public support or lack of support should be scrupulously
evaluated. If implemented, this will be a wrenching social change and we are dealing with one
of our nation’s largest and most important institutions, the Armed Forces of the United States of
America.
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A Report on Homosexuality
and the Issue of Allowlng Openly Homosexual
Persons to Serve in the U.S. Military
Dr. Geraldb{ Atkinson
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introduction

President Clinton, after the inauguration, announced his intention
to 1ift the ban on homosexuals in the military. The announcement raised
a storm of opposition by érdinary citizens.” The switchboards of the
White House and congress were clogged with calls cpposing this move.
The Senate sergeant—-at—-arms' office reported! that the lawmakers
received 434,104 incomihg calls (five times normal) on 27 January.
Nearly all of them, according to various senators and representatives,
were against2? lifting the ban. The Retired Officers Association (TROA)
Gallup poll3d of its members conducted‘between 27 November and 1 December
1993 showed that eighty-three (83) percent o?pose lifting the ban. A
USA TODAY/CNN/Gallup poll conducted 29-31 January 1993 shows that 50
percent of the populace at large disapprove lifting the ban (43 percent
approve with 7 percent having no opinion}). More than half, 52%, say
that Clinton's actions to 1lift the ban are a response to pressure from
liberal special interest and homosexual activist groups rather than a
principled stand*. More importantly, the poll reveals that only two

major demographic groups, women and gollege graduates, support lifting
the ban (51%). It is clear that these two groups, women and college

graduates, hold the key\ to the success or failure of the President's

1 Inside Washington, "Washington Switchboards Swamped with Opposing Calls,” Human
Events, pp. 4, 6 February 1993.

2 TIbid. -

3 Leigh, Julia, H,, "TROA Members Nix Homosexuals in Service," The Retired Officer
Magazine, pp. 21, January 1993.

4  Gays in the Military: More favor keeping the ban in place, USA TODAY, pp.8a, 3 February
1693.




initiative. Nearly all of them have had no military experience. Many
of these people, especially women, have no strong conviction on the
matter but still remain to be convinced one way or the other. They will
make up their minds in the next few months, either by listening to the
urgings of the activist homosexual organizations and the mass news media
which almost uniformly follow those urgings or by listening to those of
us who believe that l1lifting the ban is wrong. We are not in the
minority but we have little organized voice for reaching that audience.
We will succeed in convincing them only if we start with some
understanding of the condition of homosexuality and how it can adversely
affect military efficiency and preparedness. To be successful, we must
reach those groups of citizens through our individual family units,
church groups, and civic organizations. We must convince them by using
materials from all possible sources. It is clear from White House
replies to letters sent in opposition to the President's proposed
lifting of the ban that they intend to stiff-arm the opposition as they
have in the past on controversial matters. This tactic was observed
during the past election and is presently being carried out for other
agendas. The absence of a single formal White House press conference to
answer questions of a probing national press until two months after the
inauguration is one example of this tactic. We must not let this tactic
succeed for this important issue éoncerning our future national
security.

This report is written for those citizens who are opposed to
lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military, whether based on common
sense, religious, or other grounds, and who wish to actively participate
in convincing others, including the President and members of congress.
It is meant to be an objective summary research document that you can
use to make presentations to your family unit, church group, or civic
organization. It provides footnotes which identify resource material,
much of which in turn contains other more detailed references. This
document provides the basis for convincing others of our viewpoint.

Most heterosexuals are not motivated to learn about homosexuals
and their behavicor. It is not a favorite topic of conversation and many
times leads to uncomfortable or strained discourse among heterosexuals.

This is especially true of the major target group, women. Unfortunately,
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we must force ourselves to obtain sufficient knowledge if we are to be
credible. This report attempts to provide that background knowledge.

In addition, it is quite likely that members of the target group may
know or have heard of a homosexual or a homosexual pair who appear to be
nice ordinary people in all respects, except for their sexual behavior
which they quite properly keep to themselves. To the target group,
there doesn't appear to be anything wrong with accepting these people in
the military. After all, they are accepted in the local community of
the target group. There is an important distinction between these
apparently benign homosexual citizens and the homosexual activists who
have their own agenda. The former group is generally content to be left
alone. It is the latter that we are resisting. It must be stated
directly and emphatically here that it is not the purpose of this report
to support an antagonistic attitude‘that might lead someone to
physically harm homosexuals or discriminate against them in ways that
we, as citizens, are‘protected from by the constitution. The sole
purpose of this report is to provide knowledge that allows you as a
citizen to responsibly oppose the agenda of activist homosexual
organizations from lifting the ban on-homosexuals in the military.

This report is organized in nine (9) major sections. It is
probably too long to be included in a single document. You would not
have time to read it at one sitting. Consequently, it will be sent via
the "Enocugh is Enough!" mailing network a few sections at a time. If
for some reason you do not receive a section in which you have an
interest, please write to the address on the letterhead. The missing
section(s) will be sent to you. The sections that follow are:

*» What is the Activist Homosexual Agenda?

+ Is Homosexuality a Psyéhotic Behavior?

« Does Homosexuality Have a Genetic Explanation?

e Does Homosexuality Have a Hormonal Explanation?

* . Does Homosexuality Have a Prenatal Explanation?

» Does Homosexuality Have a Neurobiological Explanation?
» Does Homosexuality Have an Environmental Explanation? )
« Aids and the Activist Homosexual Agenda
* Special Considerations for Whethef or Not to Allow Openly

Homosexual Persons to Serve in the U.S. Military
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What is the Activist Homosexual Agenda?

There is an activist homosexual agenda. The mass media recognizes

individuals who speak for and lead such organiiations as the National
Gay and Lesbian Task Force,. the Human Rights Campaign Fund, the Lambda
Legal Defense Fund, Queer Nation, the Gay and iesbian_Victory Fund, the
AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power (ACT-UP), etc. Leaders of these
organizations are quoted in leading newspapers and appear on natiocnal
television. A network of homosexual, religious, and civil rights groups
called the National March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual
Equal Rights and Liberation recently announced’ plans to march on
Washington, D.C. to demand an end to "discrimination" against
homosexuals, especially in the military. They expect to attract more
than 500,000 marchers. Barney Frank, a Representative in congress from
Massachusetts and an avowed homosexual, has spoken on national
television to assuage the concerns of heterosexuals by stating that
"allowing openly homosexual persons in the military would pose no
problems for heterosexuals™. He states that homosexuals would not
threaten the privacy of heterosexuals and would "behave themselves.”
Another activist homosexual, Mike Petrelis of Queer Nation, has appeared
on national television® stating that "homosexuals in the military would
play a positive xcle for heterosexuals and others oﬁ long and extended
deployments in remote areas by relieving their sexual pressures."
Incidentally, two avowed pederasts appeared on the same television show
and were allowed to openly and actively advertise and solicit for their
organization. It is quite clear that the public is being manipulated by
seemingly benign argumentation for supporting the lifting of the ban
while, in fact, the real objective is being articulated by the radical
activists. The "high ground" argument is aimed at convincing the
uncommitted that lifting the ban on homosekuals in the military is
wholly non-threatening to privacy, would have no serious consegquences,
and is a "civil rights™ issue. The real agenda of the activists is to
gain acquiescence, then condonation, and then celebration of and

recruitment for their sexual orientation and practices. It is an issue

5 Bryant, Carlion R., "Gays Plan Massive March on District," The Washington Times, pp. Al-
6, 26 February 1993.

6  Pewelis, Mike, The Jerry Springer Show, NBC Television, 16 November 1992.
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that may start with lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military but
it will, if successful, be actively and forcefully pursued in every
avenue of our lives; our schools, our workplaces, and additional
pressure on ocur churches. .

The activist homosexual organizations listed above comprise a
loose federation of activist groups which have individual differences in
tactical approach but with a common agenda. These groups are '
complemented by an international organization, based in Amsterdam, The
Netherlands, called the International Lesbian and Gay Association
(ILGA). This activist organization develops liaisons with churches
internationally and concentrates on? "lesbians and gays in the
military."” This organization has doubled in size in the past several
years, and today consists of-a network of over two hundred groups in
more than forty (40) countries. A chapter was formed in the United
States (San Francisco, CA) in 1990. The ILGA claims that lesbians in '
the U.S. have a lot to offer the internaticnal activist homosexual
movement by their experience in thed "American tradition of civil
disobedience." It clear that this "tradition" is not what Qe want in
the midst of the institution that protects our national security
interests —-— thé military. In fact, some critics of this tradition®
blame it in part for the slaying of an abortion doctor recently in
Florida by a right-wing extremist operating on the fringe of acceptance
of "civil disobedience." These critics trace this breakdown of
society's rules (guardrails) to street fighters of the anti-Vietnam war
movement at'the August 1968 Democratic National Convention and the
nations intellectuals —-- university professors, politicians, and
journalists —-— who maintained that the acts committed by the protesters
were justified and explainable. It is clear that domestic and
international activist homosexual organizations as well as domestic

activist organizations have an agenda for fomenting this kind of civil

7 Anderson, Shelley, "The Intemational Lesbian and Gay Association (ILGA)," Out In The
World: International Lesbian Organizing, Firebrand Sparks #4, Firebrand Books, pp. 10,
1991.

8 1Ibid, pp. 7.

9  Editorial, "No Guardrails,” Review & Outlook, The Wall Street Joumnal, pp. 14, 18 March
1993. . :



disobedience within our military organizations. The introduction of
this kind of "civil disobedience" in the U.S. military would destroy the
fabric of good order and discipline. It would undermine the very
essence of unit cohesion and the ability of the military to carry out
its mission, the defense of the nation. '

. One might wonder about the amount of support that activist
homosexuals enjoy. What is the number of homosexuals in the U.S.
population? Leaders of the homosexual crganizations have long claimed
that homosexuals constitute ten (10) percent10 of the U.S. population.
They cited the Kinsey Report on human sexuality in the 1940s and 1950s.
Experts say that Kinsey's sampling was weighted toward institutional
populations like schools, prisons, and hespitals and cannotl!! be
extrapolated to the general population. Nevertheless, activists seized
on the 10 percent figure to strengthen their argument that tens of
millions of U.S. citizens are excluded from the mainstream by anti-
homosexual discrimination. Current activists are proud of proclaiming
that they provided the margin of victory for President Clinton in the
last election, 15 percentl? of his total. Exit polls show!3 that they
voted 70 to 90 percent for Clinton ovér Bush and contributed $3.5
million!4 to Clinton's election campaign. '

But what do the scientific data show? Between 1989 and 1992, the
National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago
added two sex guestions to its annual General Social Survey. The
results have been consistentld, Among men, 2.8 percent reported
exclusively homosexual behavior; women registered 2.5 percent. The
3,000 person sexual behavior study conducted by NORC duriné 1992 is
compatible with these figures. Other researcheré and authors claim that

homosexuals constitute as little as 1 percentl!®, 1.5 percentl?, 3

10 NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?", pp. 46, 15 February 1993.
1T Tbid.

12 Harwood, Richard, "Strangers In Our Midst,” The Washington Post, pp. A23, 26 February
1993.

13 Barry, John and Glick, Daniel, "Crossing the Gay Minefield: Clinton Grapples with a
Promise to Homosexuals,” NEWSWEEK, pp.16, 23 November 1993.

14 NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?", pp. 46, 15 February 1993.

15 Ibid. :

16  Reisman, Judith, "Kinsey, Sex and Fraud," 1990.



percent18 of the general population. The first nationwide poll that
asked persons leaving voting places (in the last Presidential election)
if they were homosexual or bisexual found only 2.4 percent of voters to
be homosexuall?. These figures show the homosexual population to be a
very small minority. Estimates of the percentage of homosexuals who are
actively involved in promoting their lifestyle are not available. If
these percentages are the same as thosé for women who are members of
activist feminist organizations, it would be less than 1 percent. If
this figure were accurate, this would mean that only about 0.025 percent
of the general population is homosexual and actively promoting the
homosexual political agenda. This would calculate to approximately

60, 000 homosexual activists in this country. This group, although
negligibly small, is stridently vocal, politically astute, and
economically advantaged.

So, what is the homosexual agenda for the military? A partial
answer is found in public proclamations by homosexual activists in the
daily press. Sam Gallegosﬂ% a former National Guard sergeant who is
helping organize a Denver chapter of gay, lesbian and bisexual veterans
says that "repealing the executive ban on gays in the military would be
a huge first step for homosexuals, but only the first of many actions
that gays in the service need." He further states that "military
officials must also consider decriminalizing sodemy, reinstating gays
already dismissed for homosexuality, and extending marriage and other
benefits to homosexuals." The Gay, Lesbian, and Eisexual Military
Freedom Project has been identified?! as having the same agenda which
also includes "retroactive measures aimed at reviewing service membefs
previously discharged for homosexuality." Such reviews will try to

grant discharged personnel veterans', retirement, and educational

17 National Center for Health Statistics, Wattenberg, Ben, "An Issue Larger Than Military
Life," The Washington Times, 13 February 1993. ‘

18  Coloradans for Family Values, NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?”, pp. 46, 15
February 1993.

19 Farah, Joseph, "What You Don't Read: One of the most covered-up stories of 1992," -
Director of the Western Journalism Center, The Washington Times, pp.A6, 26 February 1993.

20  Booth, Micheal, "Soldiers in the Closet: Lifting Ban Just 1st Step, Gay Activists Say," The
Denver Post, pp. 14A, 24 January 1993.

21 Francxs Samuel, "Lifestyle Plotting,"” The Washington Times, pp. Fl1-4, 19 Fcbruary 1993.
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benefits and separation pay, remove homosexuality from discharge papers
and permit re-enlistment and reinstatement. .The premise of such
reversals is that penalization for homosexuality was morally wrong and
that those who suffered it are owed compensation by the taxpayer, whose
morals will have to be reprogrammed along with h%s patriotism. The
kicker of the Project's agenda is its blatant endorsement of "training
programs” to achieve this end. The plan22 urges instituting "tfaining"
for all personnel on the acceptance of homosexual or bisexual perscnnel
into the military. Training shall include didactic and experimental
opportunities addressing prejudice, stigma, and discrimination with

- regard to sexual orientation and be based on experience gained dealing
with racial and gender issues." The author explains that "didactic"
means teaching, which in this case really means brainwashing.” It is
not clear what "experimental opportunities” for learnihg about
homosexuality involve, and maybe we don't want to know. The "training
programs® will be inflicted on the "individual, unit, service schools,
and academies" and work through "chaplains and the medical corps," "law
enforcement and investigative agencies" and "sexual orientation with
regards to sexual harassment and equal opportunity.” What the Project
plans, in other words, is massive propagdandizing of the armed forces to
root out moral, social, religiocus, and professional objections to
homosexuals in the military, no doubt with plenty of punishment for
those who continue to commit wrong-think. )

Activist homosexual organizations are ready to insist on
implement ing homosexual affirmative action plans for the service
academies and other officer candidate schools, once the President's
executive order goes into effect. It is clear that once the foot is in
the door, there will be further activism to achieve more and more
"rights."” Recent boycotts carried out by activist homosexual
organizations against the state of Colorado in retaliation for those
voters who passed a referendum that prohibits "special rights" for
homosexuals is an example?3 of such activism. An activist homosexual

organization, the New York chapter of Boycott Coloradc, recently tried

22 1bid.
23 Hamblin, Ken, "Blackmail Isn't a Useful Tactic," The Denver Post, 9 February 1993.
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to pressure the owner of Celestial Seasonings, a herbal tea .company in
Colorado, to "donate" $100,000 to the New York organizatibn or else they
would organize a boycott nationwide of the company's products. The
citizens of Colorado were so outraged over this obvious blackmail
measure that even the local activists, including Representative Patricia
Schroeder?®, have backed the tea company. The New York organization
believes that the net value of this local setback is positive because it
"draws attention to the issue."” If the ban on homosexuals in the
military is lifted, these same tactics will be invoked against our
military services as these organizations use the issue of "homosexual
rights" in the military to "draw attention” to their advanced agenda.
Such tactics will obviously consume a great deal of attention and effort
by our military leadership which will severely degrade the efficiency
and effectiveness of our armed forces.

The Chancellor of the New York City school system, Joscph A.
Fernandez, was fired on 10 February 1993 as a result of his attempts to
inﬁorporate homosexuality into lessons for the city's 32 scheol '
districts. He tried to implement a new "Children of the Rainbow”
curriculum. This curriculum, under the guise of teaching tolerance,
told children that at least 10 percent of them would grow up to be
homosexuals?3:-26, The family was defined as "two or more people who
share love, care and responsibilities."™ Teachers were enccuraged to
give little boys dolls to play with, to challenge "sexist myths from the
first day of class." The curriculum states? "Teaéhers of first graders
have an opportunity to give children a healthy sense of identity at én
early age. Classes should include references to lesbians/gay people in
all_guzxignlgx_éxgaﬁ and should avoid exclusionary practices by
presuming a person's sexual orientation, reinforcing stereotypes, or
speaking of lesbians/gays as 'they' or ‘'other.'" Another controversial

paragraph, appearing in a section titled "Fostering Positive Attitudes

24 Simpson, Kevin, "After Soggy Celestial Melodrama, Who's Holding the Bag" The Denver
Post, 9 February 1993.

25 Weymouth, Lally, "Mrs. Cummins's Triumph," The Washmgton Post, 18 January 1993,
26 Feder, Don, "Score One Win for Parents," The Washington Times, 18 February 1993,

27 Gutmann, Stephanie, "The Curriculum That Ate New York," Insight Magazine, The
Washington Times, 28 February 1993.



Toward Sexuality,” maintains that if "teachers do not discuss
lesbian/gay issues, [those issues] are not likely to come up. Children
need actual expériences via creative play, boocks, visitors, etc. in
order for them to view lesbians/gays as real people to be respected and
appreciated.” The curriculum recommended the book "Daddy's Rcommate”
which depicts the life of a child whose father, once divorced from his
mother, now lives with his homosexual lover, The book shows the father
and his léver in bed. This boock was recommended for children as young
as the first grade (six years old). The curriculum also recomﬁended the
book "Heather has Two Mommies™ to promoté lesbianism to 1lst graders.
This book describes the process of artificial insemination to the
children. Other such books recommended in the curriculum are "Jennifer
Has Two Daddies,™ "Gloria Goes to Gay Pride," and "Jenny Lives with Eric
and Martin."” The curriculum also advised that2® "Classes should include
references to lesbians/gay people in all curricular areas." Thus math,
music, and all other classes would be required to incorporate the
homosexual indoctrination as well as classes specifically designed for
this purpose.

Prior to attempting to impose thé& Children of the Rainbow
curriculum on the city school system, Fernandez began authorizing the
distribution of condoms?? to the city's 250,000 high school students,
without parental consent. Fourth and fifth-gradeérs were instructed in
the mechanics of anal and oral intercourse. Fourth-grade studénts were
given guidance from representatives of ACT~UP and the Gay Men's Health
Crisis.,

Mary Cummins, a 6l-year-old grandmother and president of the board
of School district 24 in Middle Village, Queens, led the opposition to
the implementation of the Children of the Rainbow curriculum. With the
help of the Family Defense Council, she sent a ‘letter to some 22,000
parents opposing the curriculum. Later on, Irish, Italian, Black, and
Hispanic parents in more than half of the city's school boards formally
rejected part or all of the teaching guide. This led to the firing of

Fernandez.

28 Ibid.
2% Ibid, Feder, Don.
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The effort in New York City by activist homosexual organizations
to push indoctrination material into the curriculum of grade school
children is not the only effort being made nationwide. Aﬁ last count,
35 states had mandatory AIDS education, which has widespread support.
However, the implementation of that education has brought on a
corresponding promotion of the activist homosexual agenda.- In Fairfax
County, Virginia, students are subjected to the 29-minute film "What If
I'm Gay?" In Atlanta, teachers are ordered to defy "heterosexist
assumptions” by referring to married couples as "partners,” instead of
husband and wife. Children are told30 that only 4.6 percent of the
population is "exclusively heterosexual or exclusively homosexual.™ The
rest of us are presumably bisexual. A nation of Madonnas. In Newton,
MA, junior high school students are urged to reject "negative
heterosexual and religious programming."” "Learning About Sex," a
curriculum used across the country, advises "Sadomasochism may be very
acceptable and safe for sexual partners who know each others' needs.”
New York Assemblywoman Deborah Glick, a militant lesbian, sets forth the
agenda: "Parents themselves haQe tremendous prejudice and bigotry that
have been passed on for generations. -. . . We must provide a
éounterbalance to what kids are learning at home."®

It is clear that fhe activist homosexual agenda has been and is
being promoted at all levels of our sociéty. Thé activists, while not
numerous, are intelligent, politically connected, and economically
powerful. A majority of Americans are willing to let the homosexuals
have their lifestyle choices as long as they keep it to themselves. It
appears, however, that tolerance is not enough. The activist homosexual
agenda mandates that we not only tolerate their lifestyle but that we
must accept it as normal and must allow them to indoctrinate and recruit
our children and grandchildren. In order that we intelligently and
responsibly resist their agenda, we must have knowledge cof some
fundamental aspects of homosexuality. An attempt is made below to

present this knowledge.

30 1bid.
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Homosexuali Psychotic Behavior?

Homosexuals have consistently over the past three decades
resisted societal pressures to conform to standards of normalcy based on
heterosexual behavior. This resistance strongly manifests itself in the
entertainment industry and the national mass media (TV and newsprint).
It appears even in accepted word usage. In the past decad;, homosexuals
have been successful in cleverly manipulating the English language words
which describe them. All mass media commentators now use the word "gay"
to describe homosexuals. They never use the word "homosexual." This is
a result of relentless pressure from activist homosexual groups that
they be described as "gay." Presumably the word "homosexual” used in
the free press is a display of discrimination, intoclerance, and
homophobia. The word “"gay"™ is derived from the French word "gai" which
is defined3! as "merry, jolly; cheerful, lively, bright."” The French
precursor has no sexual preference connotation. Modern English
dictionaries define3? "gay" as 1) showing or characterized by exuberance
or mirthful excitement; merry; cheerful; jolly, 2) bright or lively,
especially in cclor, 3) full of or giyen to social or other pleasures,
4) dissolute; licentious, 5) homosexual. The word "dissolute™ in this
same dictionary is defined as "lacking in moral restraint; abandoned;
debauched.” The word "licentious™ is defined as 1) lacking moral
discipline or sexual restraint, 2) having no regérd for accepted rules
or standards. It is clear that the activist homosexual organizations
and the mass media would have us be so tolerant of their agenda that we
acquiesce in the use of a word to define homosexuals that is clearly
promotional in a public relations sense, rathér than a realistic
definition. Activist homosexual organizations have been successful in
manipulating definitions in other aspects of our society. A case in
point is psychiatry.

Homosexuals have long maintained that sexual orientation, far
from being a personal choice or lifestyle (as it is often called), is

something neither chosen nor changeable. They have exerted pressure to

31 Larousse's French-English Dictionary, Washington Square Press Inc., 1955.

32 New College Edition, The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language,
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1979.
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change the previously used term "sexual preference” which was the polite
term used to describe their condition before the 1980s to "sexual
orientation.” This alteration cleverly diverts attention from the
behavioral aspects of the activities which define them to a more benign
definition that soméhow conforms to the hypothesis that they do not
chose to be homosexual. They would have us believe that they are
homosexual by virtue of their "sexual orientation" rather than their
chosen behavior. 'The history of the impact of activist homosexuals on
the definition of their condition in the area of psychiatry is
informative.

The psychiatric profession has conscientiously attempted to bring
order to their discipline by classifying behaviors or information about
behaviors. Emil Kraepelin proposed a formal classification systen@3 for
behavioral disorders in 1883. The goal of having such a system for
abnormal behaviors is to provide distinct categories, indicators, and
nomenclature for different patterns of behavior, thought processes, and
emotional disturbances. Classification was based on the patient's
symptoms, as in medicine. It was hoped that disorders (similar groups
of symptoms) would have a common etiology (cause or origin). A
derivative of this system is used today by practicing psychiatrists.

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-I)
was published in 1952 by the American Psychiatric Association. It was
based on Kraepelin's system. The expectations for this system were not
realized in DSM-I and it was revised in 1968 (DSM—iI), 1980 (DSM-III),
and 1987 (DSM-III-R). Each of these four documents has attempted to
answer the question "Is homosexuality a mental disorder?" The answer
the American Psychiatric Association gives to this question depends on
which version of the DSM series one consults. DSM-I and DSM-II
classified homosexuality as sexually deviant3 because sexual behavior
was considered normal only if it occurred between two consenting adults
of the ppposite sex. This criterion, adopted by the psychiatrists,
conformed to the norms of society at the time. Dufing the early 1970s,

33  Sue, David, et al, "Classification of Abnormal Behavior," Understanding Abnormal
Behavior, Third Edition, pp. 92, Houghton Mifflin Co., 1990.

34 1bid, pp. 316.
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man